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Maj. Gen. WUliam Everett Potter, 017098, 
Army of the United States (brigadier general, 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. Ralph Robert Mace, 017578, Army 
of the United States (brigadier general, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Derrill McCollough Daniel, 
029500, Army of the United States (brigadier 
general, U.S. Army). 

To be major general, Medical Corps 
Maj. Gen. Jack William Schwartz, 017823, 

Medical Corps (brigadier general, Medical 
Corps, U.S. Army). 

To be brigadier general 
Col. Raymond Russell Ramsey, 029470, 

U.S. Army. 
To be brigadier generals, Medical Corps 
Brig. Gen. Francis Willard Pruitt, 017812, 

Medical Corps (colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Carl Willard Tempel, 018284, 
Medical Corps (colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Thomas James Hartford, 018330, 
Medical Corps (colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. 
Army). 

IN THE NAVY 

The following-named officers of the line 
and staff corps of the Navy for temporary 
promotion to the grade of rear admiral, sub
ject to qualification therefor as provided by 
law: 

LINE 

Samuel B. Frankel Joseph A. Jaap 
William T. Nelson Louis A. Bryan 
Edward A. Wright Allen M. Shinn 
Edwin B. Hooper Alfred R. Matter 
Henry A. Renken Richard S. Craighill 
Morris A. Hirsch Daniel F. Smith, Jr. 
Charles B. Brooks, Jr. Thomas F. Connolly 
William B. Sieglaff Waldemar F. A. Wendt 
Joseph W. Leverton, Edwin S. Miller 

Jr. Bernard M. Strean 
James C. Dempsey Francis J. Blouin 
John W. Byng Arthur R. Grana 
Joseph D. Black John J. Hyland 
Andrew J. Hill, Jr. Henry L. Miller 
Frederick J. Becton John M. Lee 
Francis T. Williamson Robert E. McC. Ward 
Frederick J. Brush Rhodam Y. McElroy, 
Floyd B. Schultz Jr. 

:MEDICAL CORPS 

James L. Holland 
Cecil L. Andrews 
Cecil D. Riggs 

SUPPLY CORPS 

James s. Dietz 
Herschel J. Goldberg 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

Norman J. Drustrup 
James R. Davis 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MoNDAY, AuGUST 10, 1959 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Psalm 16: 7-8: I will bless the Lord 

who hath given me counsel; He is at my 
right hand, I shall not be moved. 

0 Thou Supreme Lord of our lives, 
Thou knowest the difficult tasks and 
heavy responsibilities which, during 
these days, lie before our President, our 
Speaker, and the Members of Congress. 

May they be conscious of the sacred 
trust, which Thy divine providence has 
committed unto them, to establish and 
maintain the spirit of unity and concord 

among all the citizens of our beloved 
country. 

Inspire their minds and hearts with 
special gifts of wisdom and understand· 
ing, of counsel and impartial judgment, 
that they may uphold courageously that 
which is right and fair and follow faith
fully whatever is honest and true. 

We pray that Thou wilt abate and 
abolish every selfish ambition and un
worthy motive and all feelings of envy 
and ill will among the various classes 
in our social order, healing the divisions 
and discord, and strengthening the de
sires for mutual benefit. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

Thursday, August 6, 1959, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

McGown, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

H.R. 3682. An act to permit the processing 
of certain applications under the Small 
Tracts Act for lands included in the Caribou 
and Targhee National Forests by the act of 
August 14, 1958; 

H.R. 4243. An act for the relief of Peter 
Sergeevich Deryabin, also known as Theo
dore Stanley Orel; 

H.R. 4405. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to conduct 
studies and render a report on the feasibility 
of developing the water resources of the 
Salt Fork and the Prairie Dog Town Fork 
of the Red River in the State of-Texas; 

H.R. 4644. An act to credit to postal rev~
nues certain amounts in connection with 
postal activities, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 5138. An act to extend the grounds 
of the eustis-Lee Mansion in Arlington Na
tional Cemetery; and 

H.R. 5849. An act to amend the act of 
July 7, 1958, providing for the admission of 
the State of Alaska into the Union, relating 
to selection by the State of Alaska of certain 
lands made subject to lease, permit, license, 
or contract. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills and a joint resolution of 
the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 3335. An act to provide for the appor
tionment by the Secretary of the Interior of 
certain costs of the Yakima Federal reclama
tion project, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 4002. An act to authorize the use of 
Great Lakes vessels on the oceans; 

H.R. 4120. An act for the relief of Dr. Ray
mond A. Vonderlehr and certain other ofil
cers of the Public Health Service; 

H.R. 4242. An act for the relief of certain 
aliens; 

H.R. 6939. An act to repeal the act of Oc
tober 20, 1914 (38 Stat. 741), as amended 
(48 U.S.C., sees. 432-452), and for other pur
poses; and 

H.J. Res. 405. Joint resolution for the re
lief of certain aliens. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and concurrent 
resolutions of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
1·equested: 

S. 258. An act to provide for certain re
ductions in the reimbursable construction 
cost of the Kittitas division of the Yakima 
reclamation project, Washington; 

S. 713. An act to revise the boundaries of 
the Zion National Park in the State of Utah, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 1071. An act for the relief of Nettie 
Korn and Manfred Korn; 

S. 1081. An act for the relief of Arshalouis 
Simeonian; 

S. 1152. An act for the relief of Alicja Zofja 
Batukiewicz; 

8.1429. An act for the relief of Magdaleno 
V. del Rosario; 

S. 1448. An act to change the name of the 
Abraham Lincoln National Historical Park at 
Hodgenville, Ky., to Abraham Lincoln Birth
place National Historic Site; 

S. 1557. An act for the relief of AUen 
Howard Pilgrim, Cheryl Ann Pilgrim, Robb 
Alexander Pilgrim, and Jocelyn Marie Pil
grim; 

S. 1702. An act for the relief of Franciszek 
Roszkowski; 

S. 1731. An act for the relief of Pacifico A. 
Tenorio; 

S. 2021. An act for the relief of Irene 
Milios; 

S. 2238. An act for the relief of Kenzo 
Hachtmann, a minor; 

S. 2471. An act to amend the Tennessee 
Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, 
and for other purposes; 

S. Con. Res. 38. Concurrent resolution to 
print for the use of the Committee on the 
Judiciary additional parts of certain hearings 
on administered prices; 

S. Con. Res. 39. Concurrent resolution to 
print for the use of the Committee on the 
Judiciary additional copies of certain reports 
submitted by it and the Subcommittee on 
Antitrust and Monopoly; 

S. Con. Res. 41. Concurrent resolution to 
accept the statue of the late Senator Pat
rick A. McCarran for placement in Statuary 
Hall; 

S. Con. Res. 42. Concurrent resolution to 
place temporarily in the rotunda of the Capi
tol a statue of the late Senator Patrick A. 
McCarran; 

S. Con. Res. 43. Concurrent resolution to 
print proceedings of the presentation and 
acceptance of the statue of the late Senator 
Patrick A. McCarran for placement in 
Statuary Hall; 

s. Con. Res. 48. Concurrent resolution to 
promote peace through the reduction in 
armaments; 

S. Con. Res. 55. Concurrent resolution to 
place temporarily in the rotunda of the 
Capitol a statue of Esther Morris, of Wyo
ming, and authorizing ceremonies on such 
occasion; 

S. Con. Res. 56. Concurrent resolution ac
cepting the statue of Esther Morris, of Wy
oming, for placement in the Statuary Hall 
collection; 

S. Con. Res. 57. Concurrent resolution to 
print as a House document the proceedings 
incident to the acceptance of the statue of 
Esther Morris, presented by the State of 
Wyoming;· and 

S. Con. Res. 59. Concurrent resolution 
amending S. Con. Res. 2, continuing the 
existence of the Joint Committee on Wash
ington Metropolitan Problems. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to bills of the Senate of the fol
lowing titles: 

S. 1289. An act to increase and extend the 
special milk program for children; 

S. 1455. An act to authorize the rental of 
cotton acreage allotments; and 

S. 1512. An act to amend the Federal Farm 
Loan Act to transfer responsibility for mak
ing appraisals from the Farm Credit Admin
istration to th~ Federal land banks, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
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votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
8283) entitled "An act making appropri
ations for the Atomic Energy Commis
sion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and for other purposes.'' 

TENNESSEE VALLEY SELF
FINANCING 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im
mediate consideration of the bill <S. 
2471) to amend the Tennessee Valley 
Authority Act of 1933, as amended, and 
for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, reserv

ing the right to object-and as far as I 
am concerned, I shall not-I think the 
RECORD should be very clear as to what 
we are doing here today. The Presi
dent has been recommending self
financing legislation for TVA since 1954. 
H.R. 3460 substantially complied with 
the recommendations which the Presi
dent had made on numerous occasions. 
The President was deeply concerned, 
however, about one section of the bill 
which not only had confusing language, 
but which additionally established a 
mechanism for the approval of new 
power producing projects which would 
allow the Congress to act directly on 
recommendations of the TV A, a subordi
nate agency to the President, regardless 
of Presidential desires and without op
portunity for Presidential review of such 
congressional action. 

s. 2471 eliminates this language. Its 
main substantive effect is to prohibit the 
TVA from dealing directly with the Con
gress concerning· new power producing 
projects. It does not and could not 
change the relationship between the 
President and the members of the Ten
nessee Valley Authority who are his ap
pointees and who are subject to his gen
eral directions. It is the opinion of the 
President, as well as of all his legal ad
visers, as well as of the Board of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, that TV A 
still is subject to the budgetary sections 
of the Government Corporation Control 
Act, and as such will be required to sub
mit to the President for his review and 
modification their annual financial pro
gram for the use of bond revenues and 
power proceeds. The President will sub
mit his revised program to the Congress 
as part of his regular budgetary submis
sion. It will be up to the Congress to 
determine whether any action is to be 
taken upon the President's recommenda
tions for the ensuing fiscal year. 
. While H.R. 3460 ·gives directly to the 
Tennessee Valley Authority certain 
authority with reference to the use of 
revenue bond proceeds, it does not and 
cannot change the relationship of the 
TVA Board to the President and their 
basic responsibility to him as the Chief 
Executive of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to read 
from a letter addressed to the President 
of the United States by the Tennessee 
Valley Authority Board. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We greatly appreci
ated the opportunity to meet with you on 
July 29 and present to you our views co_ .... 

cerning the pending TV A financing bill, H.R. 
3460, and the urgent need for its enactment. 

Following our meeting with you, we had a 
further discussion with members of your 
staff. At this subsequent meeting we pre
sented a one-page memorandum, represent
ing the opinion of our general counsel rela
tive to the meaning of H.R. 3460. The first 
paragraph of that memorandum is as 
follows: 

"H.R. 3460 does not exempt TV A from the 
budgetary provisions of the Government Cor
poration Control Act. TVA will continue to 
submit its budget program to the President; 
and the President will continue to submit 
such program, as modified, amended, or re
vised, to the Congress as part of his annual 
budget. H.R. 3460 provides that the issuance 
and sale of bonds and the expend! ture of 
bond proceeds shall not be subject to the 
requirements or limitations of any other law, 
but the budgetary provisions of the control 
act do not relate to the issuance and sale of 
bonds or the expenditure of bond proceeds 
and are therefore not affected by this pro
vision." 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, may I ask the 
author of the bill just what is meant 
by the bill that was introduced in the 
Senate, and I would ask for a detailed 
explanation if the gentleman will give 
it. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak
er, I think a reading of the exact 
language will answer the gentleman's 
question. The President found objec
tion to this language in H.R. 3460. The 
distinguished minority leader has made 
a very excellent statement. 

When the President objected to the 
language, assurance was given the 
White House by the representatives of 
both Houses that this language to 
which he objected would be deleted. 
On last Thursday the other body unan
imously removed this language. 

The bill today would keep the promise 
of this House to the President of the 
United States and remove that language. 
This is the language to which he found 
objection: 

Provided, That with the budget estimates 
transmitted by the President to the Con
gress, the President shall transmit the power 
construction program of the Corporation a.s 
presented to him and recommended by the 
Corporation, together with any recommen
dation he may deem appropriate. 

Neither bond proceeds nor power revenues 
received by the Corporation shall be used to 
initiate the construction of new power pro
ducing projects (except for replacement pur
poses and except the first such project begun 
after the effective date of this section) until 
the construction program of the Corporation 
shall have been before Congress in session 
for ninety calendar days. In the absence of 
any modifying action by a concurrent reso
lution of the Congress within the ninety 
days, such projects will be deemed to have 
congressional approval. 

The President thought that that re
moved some Executive power to which 
he was entitled. Acting on the assur
ances given him by the leadership in both 
Houses, I am asking that this bill S. 2471 
be approved by the House. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate very much the statement given by 
my distinguished colleague from Ten
nessee [Mr. DAVIS]; but in view of the 
fact the hearings before our Subcom
mittee on Appropriations for the TV A 
discloses an entirely different viewpoint, 

in my opinion, from what the General 
Counsel of TV A thinks, I am forced to 
object at this time. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman withhold that for a moment? 

Mr. FENTON. I withhold it for the 
time being. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I was 
called to the White House last week to 
discuss this very matter with the Presi
dent of the United States, and he said 
that he objected to this provision of the 
bill because he thought it was an inva
sion of his executive authority. I agreed 
with this before I met the President. He 
said if we would agree-! told him I 
would insofar as I could speak for the 
House of Representatives-that if he 
signed the bill we would immediately 
pass a bill repealing that section of the 
bill that he signed into law. The Senate 
has already acted. 

The President has kept his word with 
me, and I want to keep mine with the 
President of the United States, and I do 
trust that nobody will object to this 
proposition that the President so ur
gently requests the Congress of the 
United States to do. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I realize the concern 
that many Members of the Congress 
have had in respect to continuing con
troi of the Congress of the TV A and its 
operations. Of course it will continue 
to be a Government corporation. By 
what I read into the RECORD I tried to 
make it clear that congressional control 
will remain if this legislation is adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. WAL
TER). Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Tennessee? 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, this is a 
very, very serious matter to my people. 
We have gone through this problem for 
a number of years in connection with 
the TV A. While I appreciate the won
derful work they have done for the peo
ple of that area, I think the time has 
long since passed since they have ar
rived at a point which was the intent 
of the Congress back in 1933 to help 
rehabilitate the TV A area. The Con
gress has done its duty. The people of 
the country have cooperated to the 
fullest extent, and I object to certain 
literature being put out by the TV A 
people asking industry to go to the TV A 
area for the purpose of getting cheap 
electric power and interfering with the 
establishment of industry in Pennsyl
vania, particularly. I regret very much 
that the Senate has seen fit, in the mat
ter of a few minutes in debate-and I 
read the debate very carefully-to pass 
a bill such as has been offered to placate 
even the President of the United States. 
I appreciate the Speaker's interest in the 
matter. He has kept his word. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. This proposition did 
not originate in the House. The bill 
went over to the Senate and this lan
guage was inserted, and the members of 
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the conference, the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. DAVIS] and the gentle
man from Alabama [Mr. JoNES] were 
very much opposed to this provision ever 
being inserted in the bill, because they 
felt it was outside of what they should 
do. Now they are convinced that this 
provision should come out of the law. 
The President has agreed, and he thought 
that it encroached upon the prerogatives 
of the Executive. This does not change 
the action of the TVA Board. Further, 
every one of them has been appointed 
by President Eisenhower, every one of 
them, all three of them, since he came 
in. And, it would appear to me that if 
anybody could have any influence with 
that Board, it would be the President of 
the United States. I think under the 
law that we are passing here it stops the 
TV A from expanding beyond certain 
limits. The President felt that the lan
guage which had been inserted invaded 
the jmisdiction of the Executive and 
should come out, and we ought to do it 
now. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FENTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania addresses his re
marks to the TVA bill itself, which is law. 
The President has signed the bill. And, 
I understand and respect thoroughly the 
views of my friend from Pennsylvania on 
TVA legislation in general, but that is 
1·eally not the question that confronts 
us today. The question is a limited 
amendment. If this is not acted upon 
today, the TV A bill signed by the Presi
dent is law. This amendment would 
carry out an understanding and agree
ment made by the Speaker, by Senator 
JoHNSON-and I do not know how many 
others were present. Certainly any 
agreement made by the Speaker would 
be binding upon me, and certainly the 
minority leader has also expressed his 
position. My friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, has expTessed his views 
not . only today but in the past on TV A 
legislation in general, and while I dis
agree with my friend, I profoundly re
spect his views. But, that is not the 
question today. This is a very limited 
question. The President feels that cer
tain language of the bill invades the 
jurisdiction of the Executive. I might 
have my own opinions on that, but I am 
not expressing them or exercising them 
today. I think we should act in accord
ance with the agreement made, and I 
hope my friend from Pennsylvania, rec
ognizing that this is a limited matter, 
not a general matter, in relation to TVA, 
will not object to the consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Speaker, inas
much as the Speaker has spoken the way 
he has, and has cooperated with the 
President; inasmuch as the minority 
leader, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HALLECK]. has made his statement; 
and inasmuch as the distinguished ma
jority leader has explained the position 
on his side, I am going to accept the 
views of these gentlemen in the House 
as to the validity of this particular piece 

of legislation that is before us. However, 
I am doubtful, because there are other 
provisions in that legislation beyond the 
scope of this particular bill that is being 
brought up today, that I think will come 
back to haunt us. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, several Members 
who are not on the floor at this moment 
asked me, if this matter were called up 
and they were not present, they being 
members of the Committee on Public 
Works, to register an objection until 
there could be a clearance of it on our 
side of the Committee on Public Works. 
This matter was called up immediately. 
I have checked this with one of the Mem
bers. I have not yet been able to check 
with one or two of the others. I am faced 
with the problem that, unless I can clear 
with those other Members, I shall have 
to register an objection to protect them, 
since they are not here. 

Mr. Speaker, would it be possible for 
the gentleman to defer this matter until 
we have gotten clearance from our side 
of the Committee on Public Works? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield to 
me, I most respectfully suggest that this 
matter was unanimously passed by the 
other body last Thursday. Certainly 
ample time has been accorded everybody. 
Notice has been given. We have heard 
from the distinguished minority leader 
on the gentleman's side. The Speaker 
has made a very firm statement concern
ing his commitment to the President of 
the United States. I cannot see how 
anybody could say that this matter is be
ing rushed. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think probably at 
this juncture I should make it very clear 
that I was not present when these nego
tiations were started. However, that 
does not affect their validity in any way. 
Inasmuch as the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BALDWIN] has made certain 
commitments, which everybody can 
understand, may I suggest to the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. DAVIS] that 
even if objection were now made to his 
unanimous-consent request, it could be 
renewed later in the day at which time 
I should hope that no objection would be 
made to the request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
have to object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER URGED 
TO VISIT WEST BERLIN BEFORE 
EXCHANGING VISITS WITH KHRU
SHCHEV 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I was 

very pleased to read in the paper this 
morning that President Eisenhower has 
altered his itinerary in visiting NATO 
leaders later this month, prior to making 
an exchange of visits with Soviet Premier 
Khrushchev, to include the capital of the 
West German Republic. Last Friday I 
urged the President, as a part of his 
itinerary, to include a visit to the city of 
Berlin, so that, prior to the Khrushchev 
visit we could make clear in a dramatic 
way the fact that our visit to Khrushchev 
does not represent any slackening in our 
determination to stand firm in Berlin. If 
my suggestion to the President played a 
part in his decision to include the city 
of Bonn in his visit, I am happy indeed, 
because I believe that many of our peo
ple are concerned that the forthcoming 
Khrushchev visit may involve some slack
ening in our determination to hold the 
line against the Communist aggression. 
I am delighted that the President has 
decided personally to visit the West Ger
man capital, but I would again urge him, 
in connection with this visit, also to 
make a personal appearance in the city 
of West Berlin to show the Soviet Gov
ernment in clear and unmistakable terms 
that om position there has not changed 
in spite of all the pressures, threats, or 
ultimatums that might be directed 
against us. 

INTEREST CEILING ON THE 
NATIONAL DEBT 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, a month 

ago the House Committee on Ways and 
Means reported favorably on the so
called sense resolution, in connection 
with the interest ceiling on the national 
debt, whereby the Federal Reserve is 
given the recommendation of the Con
gress that when it is increasing the 
money supply, it do so by purchasing 
U.S. secmities. 

There has been much misunderstand
ing of this sense resolution. Since 
I believe deeply that it is a sensible reso
lution, I have just secured time later on 
this afternoon for a special order, when 
I hope to explain it fully and to answer 
any questions from any Members who 
may be present and who have any ques
tions to ask about it. May I say, if 
Members are not able to be present and 
would write out interrogatories which 
they would like to submit to me, if they 
will just call my office, I will see that we 
get those questions and I will attempt to 
answer them. That will take place later 
on this afternoon. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, Gov. Fritz Hollings, of South 
Carolina, was the only southern Gov
ernor who opposed Khrushchev's visit 
to the United States. Governor Hol
lings' dissenting vote at the southern 
Governors' conference thrilled many pa
triotic Americans everywhere. Governor 
Hollings is a man of courage. He will 
not compromise a basic fundamental 
principle. He does not believe appease
ment is the road to peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I am shocked and de
pressed over the coming visit of the 
Russian Communist antichrist dicta
tors and bullies. 

It is a terrible thing to invite Khru
shchev to the United States. He has 
been desperately seeking this invitation 
for years. He needs this trip to show 
the world he is accepted by Christian 
America. He hopes by such love feasts 
and pow-wows with our leaders to make 
the world forget Hungary, Tibet, East 
Germany, and Korea. He is the gang
ster seeking decent recognition. This 
will give him the dignity and prestige 
he can get in no other way. Khrushchev 
was Stalin's hatchetman in Moscow and 
the Ukraine. His hands literally drip 
with the innocent blood of thousands. 
He believes in the liquidation of all who 
do not agree with him. 

Our President, Governors, and mayors 
do not seek summit conferences with 
bank robbers. They do not seek peace
ful coexistence with murderers. Yet on 
the international level we are doing just 
that. 

What will the neutral peoples of the 
world think? What will our friends 
think? Those to whom we give foreign 
aid to fight communism. One day we 
give a people arms and bullets to stand 
up to Russian aggression-the next day 
these same people see Khrushchev hold
ing hands with the President of the 
United States, feasting and drinking 
toasts. You know and I know these 
neutrals and friends will put our money 
in their pockets, sell our equipment on 
the black market and forget the fight 
against communism. 

We should not forget that Chamber
lain had a summit conference with Hit
ler and Mussolini. The Japanese were 
conferring with Secretary Hull when 
Japan attacked Pearl Harbor. We had 
conferences at Yalta and Potsdam. I 
am afraid history will prove such con
ferences make war more likely. The 
bloody dictator always becomes bolder 
and more aggressive believing the hospi
tality of free peoples indicates fear and 
weakness. 

We are not going to impress Khru
shchev with cars, corn, and luxury. He 
knows much more about America than 
most of us. He has studied us from 
every angle. He knows what we are 
going to do before we do it. He has a 
powerful underground in the United 
States who keep him constantly in
formed. An American Communist Party 
of many thousands. 

The only decent policy for the United 
States is to refuse to see these bloody 
dictators until they withdraw from 
Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, East 
Germany, North Korea and many other 
nations. We should put them on the 
defensive daily by demanding that they 
live up to sacred treaties and give cap
tive nations the right to vote and deter
mine their own destiny. 

BENSON TO BUY LARD 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it 

has been called to my attention that the 
Secretary of Agriculture now proposes to 
spend money to buy lard to boost sag
ging hog prices instead of buying meat 
products. This is another example of 
spending money in such a way that we 
receive the least possible benefit for 
money spent. The Secretary of Agricul
ture proposes to buy lard instead of 
meat products. The farmers are being 
told to be more efficient, to produce 
meat-type hogs and sell them at light 
weights. Now the Secretary of Agricul
true wants to reward those who 
feed heavier hogs and make them fat. 
At a time when many Americans are in 
need of meat products, the Secretary 
buys lard for oversea shipment. I re
fuse to believe that the Republican Party 
is so bankrupt of brains that they 
must continue to keep Ezra Taft Benson 
in office any longer. 

STIMULUS TO REHABILITATION 
AND SELF-SUPPORT FOR OUR 
BLIND CITIZENS 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak

er, on June 26 I introduced H.R. 7984, 
a bill to amend title X of the Social Se
curity Act to provide that, without an 
increase in the Federal participating 
funds, a State plan for aid to the blind 
may utilize a more liberal needs test than 
that presently specified in such title. 
This bill is consonant with the spirit and 
avowed purposes of title X wherein en
abling legislation was enacted to encour
age each State to furnish financial as
sistance as far as practicable under the 
conditions of such State, to needy indi
viduals who are blind and of encouraging 
each State, as far as practicable under 
such conditions, to help such individuals 
attain self-support or self-care. 

Title X of the Social Security Act pro
vides grants to States for aid to the blind. 
The grants cover four-fifths of the blind
aid payments up to $30 per month and 
from 50 percent to 65 percent above $30 
not to exceed $65 per month. Accord-

ingly, under a State plan for aid to the 
blind that qualifies for a title X grant, 
the Federal Government pays out $41.50 
to $46.75 out of a $65 per month blind-aid 
payment. 

Title X has been :iri effect since 1935. 
Since 1950, all 48 States have had plans 
which qualify for Federal reimburse
ment. Plior to 1950, however, Missouri 
and Pennsylvania had in effect plans for 
the blind which failed to conform to the 
Federal interpretation of the so-called 
needs test amendment of 1939. 

That amendment provided "a State 
agency shall, in determining need, take 
into consideration any other income and 
resources of an individual claiming aid to 
the blind"-section 1002 (a) <8>. From 
1937 to 1950 the blind people of Missouri 
and Pennsylvania and their State legis
latures consistently refused to accept 
Federal matching funds if it meant 
scrapping their more liberal State blind 
pension and enacting in lieu thereof a 
more restrictive law which would con
form to Federal requirements. 

In 1950 Congress approved special leg
islation which permitted Missouri and 
Pennsylvania to retain their more liberal 
aid to the blind programs and still re
ceive Federal participating funds. Un
der this special provision, the Federal 
Government provides participating 
funds only for those individuals who 
meet the strict requirements of the Fed
eral law. The remaining eligible blind 
people of Missouri and Pennsylvania are 
paid entirely from State money. The 
exact language of the amendment reads: 

In the case of any State • • • which did 
not have on January 1, 1949, a State plan 
for aid to the blind approved under title 
X • • • the Secretary ·shall approve a plan 
of such State for aid to the blind for the 
purposes of this title X, even though it does 
not meet the requirements of clause (8) of 
section 1002(a) of the Social Security Act, if 
it meets all other requirements of title X 
f~r an approved plan for aid to the blind; 
but payments under section 1003 of the 
Social Security Act shall be made, in the 
case of any such plan, only with respect to 
expenditures thereunder which would be 
included as expenditures for the purposes of 
such section under a plan approved under 
title X without regard to the provisions of 
this section. 

The amendment to the Social Security 
Act was originally enacted to terminate 
on June 30, 1955. Its life has since been 
thrice extended, first to June 30, 1957, 
then to June 30, 1959, and now to June 30, 
1961. The bill which I have introduced 
proposes a solution that will put to rest, 
once and for all, the issues presented by 
the Missouri and Pennsylvania plans. 
Accordingly, this bill is proposed to take 
effect on July 1, 1961. 

The Missouri and Pennsylvania pro
grams are primarily more liberal than 
Federal requirements in the following 
regards: . 

First. Missouri has two separate plans, 
one plan which is supported entirely by 
State funds, provides for those blind per
sons who meet the eligibility require
ments of the State law, but do not meet 
the more restrictive requirements of the 
Federal law. The other plan is supported 
by Fed~ral and State participating funds 
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and provides only for those persons who 
meet the more strict Federal definition 
of need. Pennsylvania has only one plan 
but the federally eligible and ineligible 
recipients are separated as a bookkeep
ing transaction. 

Second. In Missouri a fiat fixed 
amount of $65 is paid to each recipient 
each month while in Pennsylvania the 
payment is $60 per month. This is in 
contrast to the variable individual pay
ments of the Federal law. 

Third. In Missouri a blind person is 
allowed to earn $175 a month and still 
qualify for the full amount of the pension 
while under present Federal law only $50 
per month is allowed as exempt earn
ings. In Pennsylvania a blind person is 
allowed to earn $148.33 and still qualify 
for the full amount of the grant. 

Fourth. In Missouri and Pennsylvania 
the amount of cash and property that a 
blind person may have and still qualify 
for the full pension is more liberal than 
under the Federal provisions. 
_A study of the Missouri and Pennsyl

vania plans discloses, I think, quite well 
how far these two States have gone in 
tneir efforts to encourage the rehabilita
tion of their nonsighted citizens. They 
have enlarged their economic opportuni
ties to the end that they may render 
themselves independent of public assist
ance and become entirely self-support
ing. These programs have proved highly 
successful and have paved the way for 
more enlightened socioeconomic legis
lation in the other 47 States. I have 
long been impressed with the wisdom of 
the words of Justice Brandeis who said, 
"It is one of the happy incidents of the 
Federal system that a single courageous 
State may, if its citizens choose, serve as 
a laboratory; and try novel and eco
nomic experiments without risk to the 
rest of the country." The value of this 
thesis is demonstrated by the Missouri 
and Pennsylvania plans. Our aid-to-the
blind program should be directed to the 
ends of rehabilitation and helping our 
nonsighted people to become useful and 
productive citizens. The above described 
needs test tends to hurt our efforts at 
rehabilitation. Its effect is to destroy 
initiative and desire to make the most 
of the blind individual's productive 
years. The bill which I have introduced 
is intended to preserve the minimum 
standards of clause (8) but it still allows 
the States to develop their programs in 
accordance with modern thinking and 
to encourage more liberal provisions pro
vided that the States are willing to fi
nance their expanded programs out of 
State funds. 

This bill, then, would resolve the fol
lowing Federal-State issues which .have 
been raised by the present title X of the 
Social Security Act, to wit: 

First. It would preserve to the States 
their right to provide improved social
welfare programs for the blind wholly 
financed out of State funds. 
. Second. It makes it possible for Mis

souri and Pennsylvania to retain perma
nently, and for other States to adopt, if 
they wish to do so, any or all of the dis
tinctive features of the Missouri-Penn
sylvania plans of· aid to the blind. 

Third. The amount of each State's 
Federal grant would continue to be 
measured by the present standards and 
on like terms to all States. The defi
nition of the means test that is con
tained in clause (8) of section 1002(a) 
would apply to all States for the purpose 
of determining the part of any State's 
expenditures that will be covered by the 
Federal grant. 

Fourth. No limitation or requirement 
on the allowable exceptions from the 
means test in the direction of greater 
liberality would be imposed upon any 
State plan in order to retain a title X 
Federal grant for federally eligible cases. 
In order to prevent the States from cir
cumventing the minimum standards of 
the Federal program by transferring re
cipients to a drastically less adequate 
State program, the States are permitted 
to increase, but not decrease the extent 
to which the recipients' earnings, or in
come, or other resources will be excepted 
from the means test. 

Fifth. It would eliminate the forced 
conformity to the antiquated needs test 
and would certainly encourage the other 
47 States to develop plans that are con
sonant with this desirable thesis of re
habilitation and self-help. It would fur
ther bring Federal public assistance 
policy into conformity with the new con
gressional and general emphasis on re
habilitation of the disabled. As one step 
in this direction, Congress required the 
States in 1950 to exempt $50 of earned 
income of blind-aid recipients from con
sideration in determining the amount of 
the grant. As a second step, Congress 
in 1956 proclaimed self-care and self
support to be one of the purposes of the 
public-assistance provisions of the social 
Security Act. 

Sixth. This bill, if enacted into law, 
would simply restore an important 
States right-the right to provide at 
State expense, a more liberal program 
of aid to the blind than the Federal Gov
ernment chooses to allow. Since under 
the provisions of this legislation, the 
Federal Government would only provide 
participating funds for those individuals 
who would qualify under the present 
strict Federal definition of need, the plan 
cnuld not possibly increase the cost to 
the Federal Government. It would in 
fact in time provide a real financial 
benefit to the Federal Government. 
Through more liberal State financed wel
fare programs geared to rehabilitation 
and self -support, more blind people will 
make their way off of the relief rolls and 
our nonsighted citizens will be encour
aged to make the most of their produc
tive years and become more useful citi
zens. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
and to include a statement by his Ex
cellency Bishop Griffiths on "Population 
and Future United States Policy." I am 
informed by the Public Printer that this 
extension of remarks exceeds the limit, 
and is estimated to cost $216. Because 

of the importance of this statement, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent, not
withstanding, that it may be printed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from ~ew 
York? 

There was no objection. 

HIGHWAY SAFETY 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks and in
clude a newspaper article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, so that no one may be shocked, 
may it be said that at the moment noth
ing will be said about labor legislation 
at this time. 

In yesterday's Star there was quite a 
long article, which I will read. 
ELEVEN KILLED THIS YEAR-RECKLESSNESS 

BLAMED FOR ROUTE 1 TRAFFIC TOLL 

Disdain of the most elementary driving 
rules is converting a short strip of Route 1 
into Virginia's most deadly roadway. 

Already this year, 11 people have died as 
a result of crashes on the 12-mile section 
of the highway that traverses Prince William 
County south of Washington. 

Another 113 have been injured in 182 
wrecks. And the most perilous month, De
cember, still waits to exact its toll. 
· Analyzing the most recent accidents, which 

have killed nine travelers in the last 2 
months, State police identify flagrant reck
lessness as the primary cause of the mount
ing slaughter. 

Tragically, they say, at least five of the 
recent victims, including a mother and 
father, were in cars which were being fault
lessly driven. 

They helplessly died when oncoming ve
hicles sped across the center of the four
lane highway and smashed headon into them. 

Blood tests revealed that at least two driv
ers responsible for the deaths of others and 
themselves were highly intoxicated. 

Asked why recklessness and its bloody re
sults are so rampant in this particular 
stretch of Route 1, Sgt. T. A. s. Moody, who 
commands the troopers patrolling it, makes 
these comments: 
· The strip serves as a sort of funnel, re

ceiving traffic streaming southward from both 
Route 1 and Shirley Highway. Farther to 
the south, the traffic dispenses somewhat. 
But during each 24 hours, the strip is 
crowded with an average of 16,000 cars. 

Especially in the Woodbridge area, it is 
lined with · service stations, trailer parks, 
shopping centers, and housing developments. 
Thus, the frequency of motorists stopping 
and trying one of the most dangerous of all 
maneuvers, a left turn across a high-speed 
thoroughfare, is high. 

Tourists, unfamiliar with the highway, 
often travel it. 

Therefore, drivers are more subject to 
penalties for errors in judgment along Route 
1 in Prince William than elsewhere. 

But Sergeant Moody stresses that these 
conditions do not fully explain the number 
of accidents . 

'The highway is a good one. Its hills and 
curves are not excessively abrupt and it is 
well marked:' he says. , "It's n~t the high• 
way, it's the people. . 

... The accidents are being caused by lane 
jumping, by failure to slglial, following too 
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closely, by traveling too fast for road. condi
tions, by drinking, and by just plain inatten
tiveness," he reports. 

The police are intensifying their patrols 
and use of radar in the area. Arrests there 
are numerous. 

Sergeant Moody is recommending that a 
new overhead reduce-speed warning sign be 
mounted south of Woodbridge. 

He also may suggest a reevaluation of the 
speed limits all along the strip. The limits 
now range from 40 to 55 miles an hour in 
various sections. 

But he says that law enforcement and 
safety efforts along it long have been intense. 

And he warns, that it will become the 
deathbed of many more motorists and their 
families unless drivers decide to instigate 
safety measures of their own. 

On April 26, 1957, I was dr.iving 
through Woodbridge, Va.~ where there 
was a 25-mile-an-hour speed limit 
through the congested area, but going 
along ahead of me were three or four 
large trucks, two of them belonging to 
the same company, going at better than 
50 miles an hour in a 25-mile-an-hour 
zone and driving within 50. feet of each 
other. 

I had a personal interest in the matter 
because of the fact that my grandson 
in the NavY lived in Norfolk with his 
wife and child. I wanted to do some
thing to make the highway safer for 
them as well as for others, possibly save 
them and others from injury or death. 
So I drove into the weighing station 
where these trucks had stopped, and the 
State police there at the weighing sta
tion had seen these trucks come through 
this side of the town there at 50 miles 
an hour. I asked him what I could do 
to get these drivers arrested. He was not 
interested. I asked him where I could 
get hold of a magistrate. Well, he did 
not know. I finally got hold of one at 
the weighing station and made a com
plaint. Hearing was set at Manassas, 
some 50-odd miles away, for the 2d day 
of May. I drove over there and testified. 
The driver was convicted. What penalty 
do you think the judge imposed on him 
by way of fine? Judge Compton fined 
him $5 and costs. Now, how are you 
going to get protection on the highways 
under such conditions? 

At the same session the same judge 
fined the father of a boy who had skipped 
school $50 but did suspend the sentence. 

The judge was certainly kind to the 
companies whose drivers continuously 
violate traffic laws. 
· Can officers whose duty it is to enforce 
the -law escape all responsibility for 
the accidents and deaths which the Star 
yesterday pointed out? Why should 
a citizen be required to make complaints? 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 

asked for this time for the purpose of ad
vising my colleagues that at the con
clUsion of the regular order of business 

today I have a 1-hour -special order. I 
intend during that time to present the 
detailed facts back of some newspaper 
articles that I have been discussing, deal
ing with the tendency of American capi
tal and American jobs to go abroad. 

I am going to give you the details on 
some 3,000 business concerns which 
have gone abroad and established fac
tories, where they are located, and the 
number of jobs that should have gone to 
Americans but are now going to for
eigners where those companies are op
erating. 

It will be an interesting presentation 
and I will say to you that I will submit 
the supporting facts back of the state
ment. It will be well worth your while 
listening to some of these facts. They 
are startling. 

AMENDING LONGSHOREMEN'S AND 
HARBOR WORKERS' COMPENSA
TIONACT 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 451) to 
amend the Longshoremen's and Harbor 
Workers' Compensation Act, with re
spect to the payment of compensation 
in cases where third persons are liable, 
with Senate amendments thereto and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: "That section 33 of the Longshore
men's and Harbor Workers' Compensation 
Act is amended to read as follows: 
"'COMPENSATION FOR INJURIES WHERE THIRD 

PERSONS ARE LIABLE 

.. 'SEc. 33. (a) If on account of a disability 
or death for which compensation is payable 
under thts Act the person entitled to such 
compensation determines that some person 
other than the employer or a person or per
sons in his employ is liable in dam'ages, he 
need not elect whether to receive such com
pensation or to recover damages agains-t 
such third person. 

"'(b) Acceptance of such compensation 
under an award in a compensation order 
filed by the deputy commissioner shall oper_
ate as an assignment to the employer of all 
right of the person entitled to compensa-
tion to recover damages against such third 
person unless such person shall commence 
an action against such third person within 
six months after such award. 

"'(c) The payment of such compensation 
into the fund estabilshed in section 44 shall 
operate as an assignment to the employer of 
all right of the legal representative of the 
deceased (hereinafter referred to as "repre
sentative") to recover damages against such 
third person. 

"'(d) Such employer on account of such 
assignment may either institute proceedings 
for the recovery of such damages or may 
compromise with such third person either 
without or after instituting such proceeding. 

" ' (e) Any amount recovered by such em
ployer on account of such assignment, 
whether or not as the result of a compro
mise, shall be distributed as follows: 

" ' ( 1) The employer shall retain an 
amount equal to--

,, ' (A) the expenses incurred by him in 
respect to such proceedings or compromise 
(including a reasonable attorney's fee as de
termined by the deputy commissioner); 

• '(B) the cost of all benefits actually 
furnished by him to the employee under 
section 7; 

"'(C) all amounts paid as compensation; 
"'(D) the present value of all amounts 

thereafter payable as compensation, such 
present value to be computed in accordance 
with a schedule prepared by the Secretary, 
and the present value of the cost of all bene
fits thereafter to be furnished under section 
7, to be estimated by the deputy commis
sioner, and the amounts so computed and 
estimated to be retained by the employer 
as a trust fund to pay such compensation 
and the cost of such benefits as they become 
due, and to pay any sum finally remaining 
in excess thereof to the person entitled to 
compensation or to the representative; and 

"'(2) The employer shall pay any excess 
to the person entitled to compensation or 
to the representative, less one-fifth of such 
excess which shall belong to the employer. 

" '(f) If the person entitled to compensa
tion institutes proceedings within the period 
prescribed in section 33 (b) the employer 
shall be required to pay as compensation 
under this Act a sum equal to the excess 
of the amount which the Secretary deter
mines is payable on account of such injury 
or death over the amount recovered against 
such third person. 

"'(g) If compromise with such third per
son is made by the person entitled to com
pensation or such representative of an 
amount less than the compensation to which 
such person or representative would be en
titled to under this Act, the employer shall 
be liable for compensation. as determined in 
subdivision (f) only if such compromise is 
made with his written approval. 

"'(h) Where the employer is insured and 
the insurance carrier has assumed the pay
ment of the compensation, the insurance 
carrier shall be subrogated to all the rights 
of the employer under this section. 

"'(1) The right to compensation or bene
fits under this Act shall be the exclusive 
remedy to an employee when he is injured, 
or to his eligible survivors or legal repre
sentatives if he is killed, by the negligence 
or wrong of any other person or persons in 
the same employ: Provided, That this pro
vision shall not affect the liability of a per
son other than an officer or employee of the 
employer.'" 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU 
OF NAVAL WEAPONS 

Mr. , VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 7508) to 
amend title 10, United States Code, to 
establish a Bureau of Naval Weapons in 
the Department of the Navy and to 
abolish the Bureaus of Aeronautics and 
Ordnance with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 2, line 7, after "Navy" insert "or the 

Marine Corps". 
Page 2, line 10, after "Navy" insert "or the 

Marine Corps". 
Page 3, line 3, strike out all after "is" down 

to and including line 8 and insert "amended 
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by striking out in the second sentence. of 
subsection (a) the words 'Bureau of Aero
nautics' and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words 'Bureau of Naval Weapons•:• 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
take time briefly to explain the amend
ments? 

Mr. VINSON. This bill is for the pur
pose of establishing a new bureau in 
the Navy, known as the Bureau of Naval 
Weapons. 

It is brought about by the consolida
tion of the Bureau of Ordnance and the 
Bureau of Aeronautics. 

When the bill passed the House, the 
Chief of this new Bureau, and the Dep
uty Chief, would be appointed from the 
active list of the Navy. 

The Senate amended the bill by pro
viding that the Chief of the Bureau or 
the Deputy Chief could be appointed 
from the active list of the Navy or the 
Marine Corps. 

In the House bill, as I have just stated, 
the Chief of the Bureau and the Deputy 
Chief would have to be naval officers. 

Due to the fact that under existing 
law, officers of the Marine Corps are eli
gible to be appointed as Chief or Deputy 
Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics, the 
Senate amendment was intended to con
tinue the eligibility of officers of the Ma
rine Corps to be appointed as Chief or 
Deputy Chief of the new Bureau of Naval 
Weapons. 

In view of the fact, notwithstanding 
the eligibility of a marine officer to be 
made Chief or Deputy Chief, it is very 
doubtful if it will ever take place due to 
the reason that the major portion of the 
work of the new Bureau will relate to 
ordnance. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I opposed 
this bill when it was before the House 
initially. I do not believe it will accom
plish any of the purposes the House de
sires. I am still opposed to the bill even 
after the Senate amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

PROVIDING ADDITIONAL TIME 
WITHIN WHICH CERTAIN STATE 
AGREEMENTS UNDER SECTION 218 
OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
MAY BE MODIFIED 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill <H.R. 213) to provide ad
ditiomi.I time within which .certain State 
agreements under section 218 of the So
cial Security Act may be modified to 
secure coverage for nonprofessional 
school district employees, with Senate 
amendment thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendment, and request a con
ference with the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar~ 
kansas? [After a pause.] The Chair 

hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. MILLS, FORAND, KING 
of California, SIMPSON of Pennsylvania, 
and MASON. 

ESTATE TAX 
CHARITABLE 
JECTED TO 
RATES 

DEDUCTION FOR 
TRANSFERS SUB
FOREIGN DEATH 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's.table the bill <H.R. 137) to al
low a deduction, for Federal estate tax 
purposes, in the case of certain transfers 
to charities which are subjected to for
eign death taxes, with Senate amend
ment thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page 5, line 12, strike out "after the date 

of the enactment of this Act" and insert "on 
or after July 1, 1955". 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar
kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was con

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 137 

as it passed the House would have 
allowed a deduction for estate tax pur
poses for foreign death taxes im
posed-and paid-on charitable bequests 
if, first, the property on which the tax 
is imposed is situated in the foreign coun
try and included in the gross estate of a 
citizen or resident of the United States, 
and second, if the decrease in tax re
sulting from the deduction is to go to 
charities-or the entire Federal estate 
tax is to be equitably apportioned among 
all of the transferees of the estate. 
Where this deduction is allowed, no 
credit against the estate · tax is to be 
available for the foreign taxes which are 
deducted. 

Under the House bill, this provision 
would have been effective with respect 
to estates of decedents dying after the 
date of enactment. 

The Senate made one amendment. It 
changed the effective date provision so 
as to apply to the estates of decedents 
dying on or after July 1, 1955. 

AMmNDING THE UNIFORM NAR
COTIC DRUG ACT OF THE DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I call up the bill 
(H.R. 8225) to amend the Uniform Nar
cotic Drug Act of the District of Colum
bia, as amended, to permit paregoric to 
be dispensed by oral as well as written 
prescription, and I ask unanimous con-

sent that the bill be considered in the 
House as in the Committee of the Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, and I shall 
not object, I would like to ask the dis
tinguished gentleman if the bill passed 
by the other body granting a tax exemp
tion to the United Spanish War Veterans 
will be acted on by the full committee 
during this session of the Congress? The 
chairman of the full committee is pres
ent, and I would appreciate his answer, 
because we all know what a great legion
naire he is and that among veterans of 
all this Republic's wars no one is held in 
higher respect and affection than the 
distinguished gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

The average age of the United Spanish 
War Veterans today is 82. Our com
mander in chief, as the chairman knows, 
is a veteran of the fighting campaigns 
both in the Philippines and Cuba, and 
we would like very much to get this tax 
exemption bill through during this ses
sion and while this outstanding soldier 
hero of these campaigns of 6 decades 
ago is the commander in chief of the 
oldest functioning organization of war 
veterans in our country. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I am pleased to ad
vise the gentleman that I have requested 
my committee to hold hearings immedi
ately on the bill he mentioned. The 
Spanish American veterans are one of 
the most highly respected groups of vet
erans in the United States. They are 
fortunate to have an outstanding leader 
in Congress such as Congressman O'HARA 
to take care of their interests, and we will 
do our best to get the bill through in the 
next 2 or 3 weeks. 

Mr. O'HARA of Dlinois. The other 
veterans organizations already have this 
exemption. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Yes; we have ex
empted property owned by the American 
Legion and VFW. 

Mr. O'HARA of Dlinois. I thank the 
gentleman. He will appreciate the deep 
personal interest of the gentleman from 
Illinois as the last Spanish war veteran 
in this body. The years are running out 
on us, and this tax exemption, small as 
is the amount involved, some $600 or 
$700, at this time means a great deal to 
what in its prime was the largest vet
erans organization in our country, and 
when the average age of its members is 
82, still is carrying on, cooperating in 
the labor of patriotism with the Ameri
can Legion, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, and the other organizations com
posed of younger veterans. Mr. Speaker, 
I withdraw my reservation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

. Be it enacted by the Senate ana House of 
Representatives of th~ United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
10 of the Uniform Narcotic Drug Act of the 
District of Columbia, as amended (52 Stat. 
790; sec. 33-410, D.C. Code, 1951 edition), is 
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amended by striking out in the third sen. 
tence of the last paragraph thereof "without 
a written prescription" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "without a written or oral prescrip· 
tion". 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re· 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, the 

purpose of this legislation is to permit 
doctors in the District of Columbia to 
order on oral as well as written prescrip
tion paregoric for use in the District of 
Columbia. 

In Virginia there is no restriction on 
the obtaining of paregoric and any one 
can obtain it by merely signing his name 
in the book. I believe there is a limita
tion of 2 ounces. · 

A public hearing was held by your sub
committee on August 4 and witnesses ap
peared representing the Pharmacentical 
Association of the District of Columbia, 
the Pharmacy Board of the District of 
Columbia, the Commissioner of the Dis
trict of Columbia and the head of the 
narcotics squad of the Police Depart
ment in the District of Columbia. 

No one appeared in opposition to this 
legislation. At the end of the meeting 
the subcommittee approved the bill 
unanimously. 

EXEMPTING CERTAIN PENSION AND 
OTHER EMPLOYEE TRUSTS FROM 
THE LAWS OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I call up the bill 
<H.R. 8527) to exempt certain pension 
and other trusts established in the Dis
trict of Columbia from the laws of the 
District of Columbia relating to per
petuities, restraints on alienation, and 
accumulation of income, and ask unan
imous consent that the bill be considered 
in the House as in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Represent~tives of the United States of 
.America tn Congress assembled, That any 
pension, profit-sharing, stock bonus, annuity, 
disability, death benefit, or other employee 
trusts heretofore or hereafter established in 
the District of Columbia by employers for 
the purpose of distributing the incom~· or 
the principal thereof, or the principal and 
income thereof to some or all of their em· 
ployees, or the beneficiaries of such em· 
ployees, shall not be invalid as violating any 
laws of the District of Columbia against 
perpetuities, against restraints on the power 
of alienation of title to property, or against 
accumulation of income, but such trusts may 
continue for such period of time as may be 

required by the provisions thereof to ac· 
compllsh the purposes for which they are es
tablished. 

With the following committee amendment: 
On page 1, line 5, after the word "estab· 

llshed" strike out the words "in the District 
of Columbia". 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended to read as fol
lows: "A bill to exempt certain pension 
and other employee trusts from the laws 
of the District of Columbia relating to 
perpetuities, restraints on alienation, 
and accumulation of income." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, the 

purpose of this legislation is to exempt 
certain pension and other trusts estab
lished in the District of Columbia from 
the laws of the District of Columbia re
lating to perpetuities, restraints on 
alienation, and accumulation of income. 

Under the common law, trusts for the 
accumulation of income are held, by 
some authorities, to be limited by the 
rule against perpetuities even in the ab
sence of statutory restrictions. Many 
of the States which have enacted stat
utes to take the place of the common law 
rule against perpetuities have also 
enacted special statutes restricting the 
accumulation of income. Consequently, 
such States, when exempting pension 
trusts and the like from the rule against 
perpetuities, must also exempt them 
from any special statutes which place 
limitations on the accumulation of in
come. Most of the statutory exemptions 
refer specifically to the accumulation of 
income as well as to the rule against per
petuities while the others, though mak
ing no special reference to accumula
tions, appear to be broad enough to 
exempt them also from any existing limi
tations against such accumulations. 

This bill deals not only with the rule 
against perpetuities but also with the 
rules against the accumulation of income 
and restraints on alienation. The draft 
of this bill is substantially the same as 
the statutes that have been enacted in 
many of the States. According to in
formation presented to the subcommittee 
at a hearing on August 4, there are 38 
States which have passed these exemp
tion statutes. These States are: Ala
bama, California Colorado, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Tili
nois, Kansas, Kentucky, Indiana, Louisi
ana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Mis
souri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, 
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee, 
Texas, Virginia, Washington, West Vir· 
ginia, and Wisconsin. · 

This legislation has the approval 
of the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia and no one appeared in oppo
sition at the time the hearing was held. 

RELATING TO FEES FOR TRAN
SCRIPTS IN DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA 

. Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I call up the bill 
<S. 1371) to repeal the act approved 
March 3, 1897, and to amend the act 
approved December 20, 1944, relating to 
fees for transcripts of certain records in 
the District of Columbia, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be con
sidered in the House as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Act entitled "An Act authorizing the Com· 
missioners of the District of Columbia to 
charge a fee for the issuance of transcripts 
from the records of the health department", 
approved March 3, 1897 (29 Stat. 695, ch. 
693; sec. 6-103, D.C. Code, 1951 edition), is 
hereby repealed. 

SEC. 2. Paragraph (g) of the first section of 
the Act entitled "An Act to grant additional 
powers to the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes", ap· 
proved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 819; sec. 
1-244, D.C. Code, 1951 edition), is amended 
by striking out "such fees to be paid to the 
Collector of Taxes and" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: "including, but not 
limited to transcripts of records of births and 
deaths. No one transcript shall be made so 
as to apply to more than one birth or death. 
No fee shall be charged for certificates, copies 
or transcripts furnished the various depart· 
ments of the United States Government for 
official purposes. Such fees shall not exceed 
the reasonably estimated cost of providing 
such copies, certificates, and transcripts, and 
shall be". 

SEc. 3. This Act shall take effect sixty days 
after approval. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. MA'ITHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, the 

purpose of this legislation is to repeal 
the act approved March 3, 1897, and to 
amend the act approved December 20, 
1944. relating to fees for transcripts of 
certain records,in the District of Colum
bia. 

Under existing law, the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia are only al
lowed to collect a fee of 50 cents for re
producing certain records such as birth 
and death certificates and in the fiscal 
year 1958, the cost of reproducing such 
records amounted to $3,450 more than 
the Commissioners were able to collect 
from such sources. 
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This legislation would give the ·com
missioners authority to establish fees to 
be charged for the reproduction of cer
tificates, copies, and transcripts of offi
cial records so as to be sure that the cost 
would be covered. 

No one appeared in opposition to the 
legislation. 

REGULATE PLACING OF CHILDREN 
IN FAMILY HOMES 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the House Committee on 
the District of Columbia, I call up the 
bill (S. 746) to amend the act entitled 
"An act to regulate the placing of chil
dren in family homes, and for other pur
poses,'' approved April 22, 1944, as 
amended, and for other purposes, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
considered in the House as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That subsec
tion (a) of section 6 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to regulate the placing of children in 
family homes, and for other purposes", ap
proved April 22, 1944, as amended (sec. 32-
786(a), D.C. Code, 1951 edition), is amended 
to read as follows: 

"SEc. 6. (a) Whenever a licensed child
placing agency shall have been given the 
permanent care and guardianship of any 
child and the rights of the parent or parents 
of such child shall have been terminated by 
order of a court of competent jurisdiction or 
by a legally executed relinquishment of 
parental rights, the agency is vested with 
parental rights and may consent to the adop
tion of · the child pursuant to the statutes 
regulating ·adoption procedure. Minority of 
a natural parent shall not be a bar to such 
parent's relinquishment to a licensed agency. 
Any relinquishment of parental rights other 
than by court order as provided in this sub
section may be revoked upon the written 
consent of all the. parties to said relinquish
ment and any such relinquishment may be 
transferred from one licensed child-placing 
agency to another licensed child-placing 
agency, in which case the second agency 
shall assume all the rights and duties of the 
first agency. For the purposes of this sec
tion, 'licensed child-placing agency• shall 
mean any child-placing agency licensed pur
suant to this Act or any child-placing agency 
licensed or authorized by any State, Terri
tory, or possession of the United States, by 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or by 
any foreign country or any state, province, or 
other governmental division of any foreign 
country for the care and placement of mi
nors. Such transfer or relinquishment shall 
be filed in the domestic relations branch of 
the municipal court for the District of Co
lumbia, as hereinafter provided in this sec
tion. Except in proceedings for adoption, no 
parent may voluntarily assign or otherwise 
transfer to another his rights and duties 
with respect to the permanent care and con
trol of a child under sixteen years of age un
less such relinquishment of parental rights 
is made to a licensed child-placing agency. 
Such relinquishment of parental rights shall 
be a statement in writing signed by the per
son relinquishing such parental rights who 
shall subscribe his name thereto and ac
knowledge the same before a representative 
of the licensed child-placing agency in the 

presence of at least one witness, or before a 
person authorized by law to administer an 
oath. Said relinquishment of parental rights 
shall be recorded and filed in a properly 
sealed file in the domesth; relations branch 
of the municipal court for the District of 
Columbia. The seal of said file shall not be 
broken except for good cause shown and upon 
the written order of a judge of said court." 

SEc. 2. Such Act, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 

"SEc. 13. As used in this Act, the term 
'Commissioners' means the Board of Com
missioners of the District of Columbia or 
their designated agents. The performance 
of any function vested by this Act in the 
Board of Commissioners or in any office or 
agency under the jurisdiction and control 
of said Board of Commissioners may be dele
gated by said Board of Commissioners in ac
cordance with section 3 of Reorganization 
Plan Numbered 5 of 1952 (66 Stat. 824) ." 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Page 3, line 11, strike out ", or before a 
person authorized by law to administer an 
oath." 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, .! ask 
unanimous consent to extend ·my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, the 

purpose of this bill is to amend the act 
regulating the placing of children in 
family homes-approved April 22, 1944. 

This bill would permit the Commis
sioners of the District to delegate their 
authority contained in existing law to 
execute agreements with any per~on, 
firm, corporation, association, or public 
agency authorized by a State or country 
for the care and placement of minors to 
allow the person, agency, and so forth, to 
place nonresident children in foster or 
adoption homes in the District. 

The subcommittee held a hearing on 
the legislation on Wednesday, July 22, 
and it has the approval of the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia, the 
Corporatioh Counsel of the District of 
Columbia, and the Department of Pub
lic Welfare of the District of Columbia, 
also Mr. Richard Barker, founder of a 
private adoption agency, the Barker 
Foundation in the District of Columbia. 
No one appeared in opposition to the 
legislation. ------
OPERATION OF HELIPORTS WITHIN 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I call up the reso
lution (S.J. Res. 52) directing the Com
missio.ners of the District of. Columbia to 
cause a study to be made of all factors 
involved in the establishment, construc
tion, and operation of heliports within 
the District of Columbia, and I ·ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be con-

sidered in the House as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

Mr. GROSS. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

AMENDING THE DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA TEACHERS' SALARY ACT 
OF 1955 
Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the House Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I call up the bill 
(H.R. 6585) to amend the District of 
Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955, 
as amended, and I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be considered in the 
House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
District of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act 
of 1955 (69 Stat. 521; D. C. Code, sec. 31-
659a-1 and the following), as amended, is 
amended as follows: 

(1) Section 1, as amended, is amended by 
adding "(a)" immediately after "SECTION 1." 
and by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(b) The Board of Education is hereby 
authorized to pay additional compensatio~. 
over and above the salaries in the salary 
schedules in section 1 (a) of this Act, in the 
amounts specified in this subsection, to class
room teachers, class 18, at the indicated 
school levels, who are assigned to perform the 
following exf!ra duties, on a continuing basis, 
during hours beyond the regular school day: 
Provided, That a teacher, to be eligible for 
such additional compensation, ~ust also be 
assigned the standard load for a regular day 
school teacher at his 'respective school level, 
as defined by such Board: 

Annual compensa
tion per teacher 

"Activities: for each activity 
Head coach: football, basketball, 

baseball, or track (senior or voca
tional high school)------------- $600 

Assistant coach: football, basket-
ball, baseball, or track (senior or 
vocational high school)---------- 400 

Junior varsity coach:. football, bas-
ketball, or baseball (senior or 
vocational high school)---------- 400 

Intramural or extramural supervisor 
(senior,.vocational, or junior high 
school)------------------------- 400 

Coach: swimming, golf, or tennis 
(senior high school)------------ 150 

Music director: vocal or instrumen-
tal (senior, vocational, or junior 
high school}-------------------- 400 

Newspaper faculty adviser (senior, 
vocational, or junior high school)_ 400 

Yearbook sponsor (senior or voca
tional high school)------------- 400 

Dramatics director (senior, voca
tional, or junior high school)____ 200 

Forensics director (senior or voca-
tional high school)--------·------ 200 

Cadet activities sponsor (senior or 
vocational high school)---------- 200 

Payment of such additional compensation 
shall be made in a lump sum at the end of 
the school year or upon termination of 
service for that portion of services rendered. 
Such additional compensation shall not be 
subject to deduction or withholding for re
tirement or insurance, and such additional 
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compensation shall not be considered as 
salary (1) for the ·purp<)se of computing an
nuities pursuant to the Act entitled 'An 
Act for the retirement of public school
teachers in the District of Columbia' ap
proved August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 875, ch. 779), 
as amended, or (2) for the purpose of com
puting insurance coverage under the Act en
titled 'An Act to authorize the Civil Service 
Commission to make available group life in
surance for civilian officers and employees 
in the Federal service, and for other pur
poses', approved August 17, 1954 (68 Stat. 
736), as amended." 

(2) Subse<:tion (a) of section 2 is amended 
by inserting immediately before the period 
at the end of the fourth sente.nce the follow
ing: ",and except that a person not possess
ing a master's degree who was appointed on 
probationary or permanent status before 
July 1, 1959, to a position as a nonshop 
teacher in the vocational education program 
may continue to be employed in such a posi
tion, and except that a person not possessing 
a master's degree who . was on the list of 
eligible candidates for any such position be
fore July 1, 1959, may continue to be eligible 
for such position until the expiration of 
such eligible list." 

SEC. 2. This Act shall take effect July 1, 
1959. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: "That the Act entitled 'An Act to fix 
and regulate the salaries of teachers, school 
officers, and other employees of the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes', approved August 5, 1955 
(69 Stat. 521, ch. 569), as amended, is 
amended as follows: 

"(1) Subsection (a) of section 2 is amend
ed by inserting immediately before the pe
riod at the end of the fourth sentence the 
following: ', and except that a person not 
possessing a master's degree who was ap
pointed on probationary or permanent status 
before July 1, 1959, to a position as a non
shop teacher in the vocational education 
program may continue to be employed in 
such a position, and except that a person not 
possessing a master's degree who was on the 
list of eligible candidates for any such posi
tion before July 1, 1959, may continue to be 
eligible !or such position until the expiration 
of such eligible list'. 

"(2) Section 13, as amended, is amended 
by adding thereto the following subsection: 

•• '(d) The Board, with the approval of the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, is hereby authorized to pay addi
tional compensation, over and above the 
salaries in the salary schedule in section 1 
of this Act, in amounts not to exceed in the 
aggregate 15 per centum of the salary re
ceived as prescribed in section 1 to elemen
tary and secondary school classroom teachers 
in salary class 18 who are assigned by the 
Superintendent of Schools or his designated 
agent or agents to perform extra duties, on 
a continuing basis, during hours beyond the 
regular schoolday: ProVided, That a teacher, 
to be eligible for such additional compensa
tion, must also be assigned· the standard 
load for a regular day school teacher at his 
respective school level, as designated by such 
!Board. The Board is further authorized, 
with the approval of the Board of Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia, on the 
written recommendation of the Superintend
ent of Schools, to fix or prescribe the amount 
of additional compensation for teachers who 
perform such extra duty. Payment of such 
additional compensation shall be made in a 
lump sum at the end of the school year or 
upon termination of service for that portion 
o:t ser~ices rendered. Such additional com
pensation shall not be subject to deduction 
or withholding for retirement or insurance, 

and such additional compensation shall not 
'be considered as salary ( 1) for the purpose 
of computing annuities pursuant to the Act 
entitled "An Act for the retirement of pub
lic school teachers in the District of Colum
bia", approved August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 875, 
ch. 779), as amended, or (2) f'Or the· purpose 
of computing insurance coverage under the 
Act entitled "An Act to authorize the Civil 
Service Commission to make available group 
life insurance fol' civilian officers and em
ployees in the Federal service, and for other 
purposes", approved August 17, 1954 ( 68 
Stat. 736), as amended.' 

"SEC. 2. The Board of Education of the Dis
trict of Columbia, with the approval of the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, is hereby authorized to make such 
regulations as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

"SEc. 3. This Act shall take effect July 1, 
1959.'' 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to strike out the last word, and 
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
3 additional minutes and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the gentlewoman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 

this bill is designed primarily for the 
athletic coaches in the District of Co
lumbia. At the present time the coaches 
in the various schools receive compensa
tory time. If the person is a coach and 
stays after school until, say, 6 o'clock 
in the evening, then he may not have 
to come to the school building until 11 
o'clock in the morning. If this bill passes 
with or without the committee amend
ments-and the amendments I certainly 
think do improve the bill-the athletic 
coaches and a few others, about one
tenth of the teaching force in the Dis
trict, will receive what they have asked 
for. The ordinary classroom teachers, 
upon whose shoulders rests the appar
ently very minor job of teaching our chil
dren to read and write and to under
stand the intricacies of mathematics and 
science and the history of our country 
and foreign languages, will have to con
sole themselves with the thought that 
they are only to be repaid in the satis
faction and the knowledge that their 
students are better prepared for the try
ing times in which we live. 

Mr. Speaker, last year this House, 
after much debate and careful consider
ation, enacted a National Defense Edu
cation Act. This act was passed pri
marily on the assumption that our edu
cational system was badly in need of 
strengthening in the fields of science, 
mathematics, foreign languages, and the 
other hard-core subjects. Throughout 
the continuing debate that took place 
last year and this year on the needs of 
our school system, there has emerged a 
general consensus that one basic weak
ness of the schools today has been the 
overemphasis on "frills," the placing of 
football abOve physics, of athletics above 
algebra, of driver training above defense 
skills. We have done these things in 
the past because we could afford, or 
we thought we could afford. to be waste- · 
ful with our educational resources. But, 
the events of the past months have 
brought home to us in a vivid way the 
fact that we cannot continue to be waste-

ful with those most valuable of all our 
national · resources, our children's minds. 

·Mr: Speaker, · I do not question the 
value of school athletic programs. They 
form a needed part of the training of 
the whole student. But, it seems to me 
that they ought not to be overemphasized 
to the point envisaged in this bill, where 
coaches and a few others. the ones who 
put out the school annual and the school 
newspaper, are paid added salaries for 
a few hours' work in a few weeks of the 
year. while classroom teachers continue 
to spend their nights and weekends 
grading -papers and preparing lectures 
for the next day and the next week at 
the same salary they are now receiving. 

Perhaps you can measure the worth of 
a football coach by the number of games 
he has won. Some of our colleges. quite 
frankly hire and pay their coaches on 
precisely this basis. 

But what parent. and what school 
board, can really measure the value of 
that teacher who has inspired a student 
to delve into the cool, quiet beauty of 
a quadratic equation or who has shown 
to a young man the challenge of the 
atom? We cannot pay our teachers in 
terms of the number of scientists they 
produce, or the number of mathemati
cians, or poets. or great authors, because 
it is not always possible to tell precisely 
which teacher inspired them. 

There was a country schoolteacher in 
the Illinois area a century and a half 
ago who spent extra time without extra 
compensation, to encourage and to chal
lenge a gangling young farm boy who 
attended his classes. That teacher's 
name is remembered by a few scholars, 
but his student's name, Abraham Lin
coln. is remembered by mankind. His 
teacher helped substantially to create 
the greatest man this Republic has ever 
known. And there is no record of his 
having asked for compensatory time off, 
or a nondeductible salary increase. 

Who was the high school teacher who 
inspired Albert Einstein to interest him
self in mathematics? And who was the 
schoolteacher who encouraged a young 
Texan named SAM RAYBURN to interest 
himself in the Government of his coun
try? I do not know. Perhaps those 
men knew. But whoever it was, that 
teacher is owed a debt of gratitude by 
the people of this Nation. I suspect 
those teachers received no extra com
pensation for their devotion to their 
students and for their ability to make 
sure that great men and great women 
were produced out of the boys and girls 
in their classrooms. 

Our classroom teachers, our math 
teachers, our history teachers, our lan
guage teachers, our science teachers, per
form hundreds of duties outside of their 
classrooms. They must continue to 
undertake additional studies to keep 
them up to date in their changing spe
cialties. They must give freely of their 
time to their &tudents who may have 
difficulty in keeping up with the work. 
They must also give freely of their time 
to those gifted students who require 
additional challenge if they are not to 
lose interest in the work which they grasp 
so easily. 
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Certainly the classroom teacher's job 
does not begin when the first bell rings, 
and it most certainly does not end when 
the last student departs for home. It is 
a never-ending chore, made sustainable 
only by its essential value to the com
munity. The classroom teacher, Mr. 
Speaker, does not ask for overtime for 
these extra chores, such as correcting 
papers until midnight. He feels he is a 
professional and that these are part of 
his professional duties. The math 
teacher no more would think of asking to 
be compensated for the time spent in 
reading a math journal than a doctor 
would demand overtime for reading a 
new medical book; or a lawyer would 
expect overtime because his checking of 
citations kept him in the office past 5 
o'clock. 

The professional teacher, Mr. Speaker, 
is no more a creature of the timeclock 
than are the Members of this House. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me 
that the District schools are already tak
ing ample care of the coaches in terms of 
special consideration for their allegedly 
"extra" duties. I have checked with the 
District school system, and I find that in 
almost every case, athletic coaches are 
given compensatory time off, without re
duction in their salaries under the exist
ing pay schedules. In a few cases, 
limited to golf and tennis, no such time 
is given. In almost all other cases, such 
time is given, under the present rules. 

As long as this Congress exercises a 
basic authority over the educational 
practices of the District of Columbia, it 
would seem to me most inadvisable for 
us to deliberately tell the teachers of 
English, of math, of science, and of for
eign languages, that their duties are less 
valuable to the community in terms of 
salary than are the valiant efforts of a 
football or baseball coach to develop 
another winning team. 

It has been suggested that if athletic 
coaches do not receive higher salaries 
they will leave the District schools and 
go elsewhere. This may be true. I do 
not know. But may I suggest, Mr. 
Speaker, that it is a well-known fact 
that industry is taking away from the 
teaching profession outstanding mathe
maticians, scientists, physicists, and so 
forth. If there be any justification for 
a salary increase for any special group of 
teachers, then in my opinion the latter 
deserve that increase. 

The classroom teachers of this coun
try have recognized their never-ending 
obligation to their profession. Every 
summer, within days, sometimes within 
hours of the sound of the last bell of 
their school year, a large portion of 
the teachers of the Nation and of the 
District of Columbia are on college cam
puses, taking additional courses in their 
specialties, trying to keep themselves 
equipped to cope with the demands of 
their profession. For this they ask no 
overtime. For this they ask no special 
praise. They do it in the true spirit of 
professionals. 

Mr. Speaker, let me raise one fur
ther point. It has been suggested during 
the last several weeks and at the time of 
the hearings, that if we do not pass this 
bill and give to the football and baseball 

coaches extra pay for putting in some
thing like the hours of overtime which 
the English and math teachers, the 
science and history teachers, put in for 
nothing, they will engage in a kind of 
genteel strike and we will have no inter
school athletics next year. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the value of 
such athletic contests, but it seems to 
me that for 1 year we might get along 
without them. 

I, for one, feel the salaries of teachers 
are below what they should be. I would 
support any legislation to increase the 
salaries of teachers, but I implore the 
Members of the House not to pick out 
athletic coaches or certain groups to re
ceive additional pay. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the dis
tinguished gentlewoman who just pre
ceded me for making the magnificent 
talk that she did make about the teach
ing profession. I want to say too that 
I agree with her 100 percent. But, Mr. 
Speaker, the bill does not do, I believe, 
what the gentlewoman thinks it does. 
All this bill does is to say to the Board 
of Education and to the School Superin
tendent and to the District Commis
sioners that all of them have to agree. 
We say to them, "All of you have to 
agree. If you think any teacher de
serves extra pay for extra work over and 
above the regularly assigned duties, you 
have that right provided all of you agree 
to raise that salary, and not to exceed 15 
percent." 

Mr. Speaker, is that an illogical propo
sition? I want to say to the House, I 
was an English teacher for some years. 
While I tried to teach Chaucer's ''Canter
bury Tales" and Shakespeare's "Mac
beth" -and I do not know whether I did 
a very good job, but I tried to do a good 
job-! did not particularly object to 
other teachers in the system who were 
getting a little bit more money. The 
teachers' salary schedules were arranged 
by the Board of Education. What we 
are asking for here today is that the 
Board of Education in the District of 
Columbia, again with the permission 
of the District Commissioners, if they 
want to do anything about raising 
salaries for extra duty over and above 
the classroom load, they have the right 
to do it. I pause here, Mr. Speaker, to 
permit anyone to ask me questions, if 
they so desire. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. I am concerned about 

the language to be found at the bottom 
of page 4 of the bill, beginning at line 
16, which reads as follows. I will cut 
out some of the language that is not 
material: 

The Board, with the approval of the Board 
of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 
1s hereby authorized to pay additional com
pensation, * * • to teachers who are as
signed by the Superintendent of Schools or 
h1s designated agent or agents to perform 
extra duties, on a continuing basis, during 
hours beyond the regular schoolday. 

What is the limitation there? They 
can pay the teacher for anything under 
the terms of that language. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. The gentleman is 
partially correct. The committee dis
cussed that very carefully. The Board 
of Commissioners will have to agree, and 
it was the feeling that by providing for 
such agreement, you would have a proper 
control on the financial costs involved. 
We figure that the costs and actual dis
bursements here might be as much as 
$150,000 annually, but with the District 
Commissioners saying "Whatever you do 
here, you must come to us and find out 
where the money is coming from." We 
feel that our professional boards and the 
professional groups are the proper 
groups who are to make that determina
tion. 

Mr. GROSS. You refer on line 19, 
page 4, to section 1 of this act. Where is 
section 1? What constitutes section 1 
of this act? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Will the gentle
man repeat his question, please? 

Mr. GROSS. On line 19, page 4, you 
refer to the salary schedule in section 1 
of this act. Where is section 1 of this 
act? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I can say to the 
gentleman that what that refers to is not 
a part of our bill, but refers to the salary 
schedule in the present law. 

Mr. GROSS. But you do not have any 
section 1 in this act. It refers to a title 
that has been stricken from the bill; is 
that not correct? Perhaps I should make 
a point of order against this bill that I 
made originally when it came up. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. In the original bill 
discussed by our committee may I point 
out to the gentleman language specified 
what the gentlewoman from Oregon said. 
There were listed some 10 or 15 types 
of jobs for which teachers are given com
pensatory time. School authorities said, 
"You do these extra jobs, and you get a 
little more time off." We said that we 
thought this was an improper way to 
handle this thing. Why set up a table 
where the Congress should try to specify 
whether a coach or the yearbook sponsor 
or someone else deserves extra money. 
Why not strike that table out and say 
that anybody the Board of Education 
wants to give extra money to, provided 
the District Commissioners agree to it, 
will be able to receive the extra com
pensation within a certain maximum 
amount, not to exceed 15 percent. 

-Mr. GROSS. That is the very point I 
make. You are referring to a table that 
has been stricken in your own bill. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. The table the 
gentleman is referring to, I assume, is 
the table that was in the original bill. 

-Mr. GROSS. On page two, you re:(er 
to section one of the original bill, which 
comes to the :floor stricken out of this 
bill. How can you refer in this bill to a 
portion of a bill that has been stricken? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I will be glad to 
eliminate any language which the gen
tleman would like eliminated. 

Mr. GROSS. No, it is your baby and 
not mine. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I am delighted to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I believe the 
gentleman just made the statement that 
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this bill would give the Board of Educa
tion the right to pay certain teachers 
extra money. Is it not true that the 
ones whom they want to pay this extra 
money are the athletic coaches and the 
football and baseball and basketball 
coaches and to the editors of the year
book? Is it not true that in the salary 
schedule to which the gentleman just 
referred-and which has been stricken 
from the bill-there was no suggestion 
made by the District Board of Education 
that we should pay the English teachers 
or physics teachers or science teachers 
or teachers of mathematics or foreign 
languages any . extra money when those 
teachers many, many times have to stay 
up until midnight correcting papers. Is 
it not a fact that there was no suggestion 
that these teachers be paid for the extra 
time that they spend in performing their 
duties; is that not true? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for an 
additional 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATTHEWS. I think the gentle

woman is perfectly correct. Make no 
mistake about it, my chief interest in 
getting this bill before us in the first 
place was to help our coaches, and I 
make no apologies for that. 

May I remind the House that at one 
time I was a teacher and I made more 
money out of tutoring some private stu
dents than my roommate did who was a 
coach. . 

I cppreciate the interest of the gentle
woman from Oregon but may I point 
out that there are literally dozens and 
dozens and dozens of wonderful teach
ers in the District of Columbia who make 
extra pay by tutoring and doing other 
jobs. T~e coaches who ought to have 
extra money are unable to take on extra 
jobs because of the time they have to de
vote to participation in these other ac
tivities. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield. 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Is it not also 

true that in the hearings which you held, 
the Education Association, the profes
sional association of teachers of the Dis
trict of Columbia, appeared before your 
committee in opposition to this bill? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I might say to the 
gentlewoman that there were almost five 
times as many witnesses opposed to this 
legislation as were in favor of it, but 
there was not a single witness who effec
tively denied the educational correctness 
of this particular bill. I do not blame 
the teachers for the stand they take, and 
let me say again that I am on their side. 
I am never going on record as being 
against the teachers; I am 200 percent 
for the teachers. But I want to say to 
you that we have a bill that presents the 
views of the people charged with fixing 
teachers' salaries in the District of Co
lumbia. The practice they recommend 
is followed by the overwhelming ma
jority of the educators throughout the 
country. But even though there were a 

great many more people who were 
against it than were for it, I, for one, am 
not going to allow my decision to be 
based by who were the most vociferous; 
I am going to let it be based on what I 
think is right. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr JONAS. Do the provisions of this 
bill apply to the District of Columbia 
Teachers College? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I regret to say I 
do not believe they do. They do not. 

Mr. JONAS. Is not that part of the 
educational system of the District? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I will say to the 
gentleman that the reason we did not in
clude them is because the bill is limited 
to what we call class 18. When you get 
outside of class 18, you get into a maze 
of problems. 

Mr. JONAS. But the subcommittee 
considered that question and decided it 
could not be done. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Yes, and I want to 
thank the gentleman for his interest in 
this problem. He will recall that he 
mentioned to me several times the prob
lems involved, and I think the gentle
man will recall that we concluded that 
to extend this beyond class 18 would be 
to open up a regular Pandora's box. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I think we have lost 
sight of the real purpose of this bill. 
At the present time these teachers who 
perform extra duty are given time off, 
so that it equalizes out. Likewise, as 
testified by the superintendent of schools, 
there is the economic factor in this sit
uation. They would like to have these 
coaches teaching full time, not taking 
time off. If these teachers go on a full
time basis they will be correcting papers 
up to midnight just like the other teach
ers. In addition they will be working 
extra time because of the extra work. 
All of this in addition to a full-time regu
lar workload. The real effect of this 
bill would be to reimburse those who do 
actual mental and physical labor over 
and above the full-time teaching load. I 
think that is clear. 

Also it will require fewer teachers be
cause presently they have been getting 
time off for coaching, for being the di
rector of a newspaper, or the advisor 
of the yearbook, or whatever it might 
be. Under the new plan they will teach 
a full load and on top of that they will 
do extra curricular activity such as 
coaching, or supervisor of drama, school 
paper, or yearbook. 

I have been a schoolteacher and I can 
appreciate the problems involved. Un
der the present system more teachers are 
needed because of the teaching load. 
There will be some savings under this 
bill. I believe the statement was made 
that at the present time they have to 
have 15 extra teachers in the high school 
system in order to take up this slack 
caused by time off for coaches during 
the day. Full-time teaching for coaches 
will do away with those 15 teacher posi
tions. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Florida has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. MATTHEWS 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. WAMPLER. I appreciate this 
time very much, and also appreciate the 
statement made by the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] regarding this 
coaching situation, because the fact is 
that we are definitely facing a deep prob
lem of juvenile delinquency all over the 
country, as it has been classified. 

The fact is these coaches are being 
paid extra money for extracurricular 
activities which they are putting in, and 
at the same time those men are expected 
to teach a full load in the high school. 
In addition to that, they have papers to 
grade. They are not necessarily physical 
specialists. Most of them are teaching 
academic subjects and instead of grad
ing papers they are actually conducting 
classes after school with individuals. 
That is the thing they are actually do
ing, teaching these young people to be
come better citizens in the community. 
It is easy to say that they should not 
have extracurricular pay for these vari
ous categories. In many schools 
throughout the country they do have 
categories all standardized to where the 
math teacher is doing specialist work, 
along with the dramatics teacher, the 
debates teacher, and so forth, and they 
are placed in the same category as the 
coaches. 

That enables them to get paid for time 
they are specializing with students on 
the outside. They are having a problem 
in the District of Columbia because of 
the fact that they are disrupting the 
teaching schedule. They have to make 
up the time individually. These men 
should be paid for the time they are 
spending on the outside. However, the 
classroom activities are being neglected. 
Other localities offer these inducements 
to people in the coaching profession. 
They can go elsewhere and receive these 
benefits. If the District does not cope 
with that situation, we are going to get 
inferior people in the school system in 
the District of Columbia. 

In addition to that, we are going to 
come out with a problem that money 
cannot compensate for. 

I urge adoption of this bill, and I want 
to back the fact that this is merely a step
pingstone in the right direction to give 
the teachers that do work with students 
on the outside more compensation along 
the lines of coaches instead of defeating 
it because one particular category is be
ing recognized at this time. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I thank the gen
tleman, and will say in conclusion that 
this bill is a sound one, it is based on 
sound educational procedures. It tells 
your educational authorities, your school 
board, your school superintendent; it 
tells the District Commissioners if all of 
you think that teachers who do extra 
work over and above their assigned du
ties are entitled to a little bit more 
money, give it to them. This extra in· 
come is not tax free. It is not, in my 
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opinion, as large as I would have liked to 
have had it. This is not an act that 
will hurt the schoolteaching profession.. 
I pay tribute to the great schoolteaching_ 
profession. It recognizes the authority 
of your school boards in turn to give· a 
little bit of extra pay for extra work. :r 
certainly hope this bill will be passed. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

AMENDING DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
STADIUM ACT WITH RESPECT TO 
MOTOR-VEHICLE PARKING AREAS 
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 8392> 
to amend the District of Columbia Sta
dium Act of 1957 with respect to motor
vehicle parking areas, and move that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is this the 
stadium bill? 

Mr. McMILLAN. It is for a parking 
area around the stadium. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 124] 
Alford Elliott 
Anfuso Fa.rbstein 
Barrett Flynn 
Barry Fulton 
Bentley Gallagher 
Bosch · Giaimo 
Bowles Granahan 
Brewster Green, Pa. 
Budge Halpern 
Cahill Hargis 
Canfield Healey 
Carnahan Hogan 
Celler Holtzman 
Coad Jackson 
Coffin Judd. 
Curtis, Mass. Kasem 
Daddario Kilburn 
Diggs Landrum 
Dorn, N.Y. McDowell 
Dulski Martin 
Edmondson M1ller, N.Y. 

Minshall 
Multer 
Nix 
O'Brien, N.Y. 
O'Neill 
Oliver 
Philbin 
Powell 
Reece, Tenn. 
R iehl man 
Rivers, Alaska 
Rostenkowski 
Spence 
Taber 
Taylor 
Teller 
Toll 
Udall 
Vanik 
Zelenko 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 366 
Members have answered to their names; 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent further pro~ 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

AMENDING DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
STADIUM ACT WITH RESPECT TO 
MOTOR-VEHICLE PARKING AREAS 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

South Carolina moves that the House· 
resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 

for the. consideration of the bill <H.R. 
8392) to amend. the District of Colum
bia Stadium Act of 1957 with respect to 
motor-vehicle parking areas, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, pend
ing that motion I ask unanimous consent 
that general debate be limited to 1 hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KEARNS] and myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion of the gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 8392) with Mr. 
WATTS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent the first read..: 

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the consent 

agreement the gentleman from South 
Carolina will be recognized for 30 min
utes and the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may desire 
to use. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1957 Congress en
acted the District of Columbia Stadium 
Act. At that time it did not seem to 
meet the approval of the Interior De
partment and the White House in cer
tain respects, and we thought the bill 
was amended to meet their objections. 
It seems now that the various boards and 
commissions involved have at last gotten 
together on the question of .costs that 
will be incurred in the building of roads 
and parking facilities around the sta
dium. I further understand they have 
gotten together on the question of using 
the funds which will be derived from 
parking cars at the stadium. However, 
both the Interior Department and Gen
eral Accounting Office are of the opinion 
that the provision contained in this bill 
is necessary. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
- Mr. McMILLAN. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Is there any agency of 
the Government, the Department of the 
Interior or any other, which is for this 
bill? If so, why are their reports in 
favor of the bill not included in the re
port brought to the fioor of the House 
today by the committee? 

Mr. McMILLAN. I would like to say 
to the gentleman that I am certain that 
none of them completely endorsed the 
stadium bill, but they have not objected 
to it very strenuously. However. they 
are always wanting to make some addi
tional amendments to the act. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
for his response. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas £Mr. HARRIS] to explain the 
bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
have the attention of the Committee for 
a few minutes, I think I can explain the 
problem we have before us today in con
nection with this proposed parking area 
around the authorized stadium to be con
structed in the District of Columbia. 

As the chairman of the Committee on 
the District of Columbia just stated, in 
1957 the Congress authorized the con
struction of a stadium for the District of 
Columbia. Because of differences of 
opinion that have .developed between the 
various commissions and agencies of the 
District which are necessary in consider
ing such a project, it was not sufficient. 

Subsequent thereto we came in with a 
stadium bill authorizing the construc
tion of a stadium which would cost in 
the neighborhood of' $7:Y2 million. It 
was a private operation to be financed 
through the issuance of bonds. 

The Congress had already authorized 
in a previous act the location of the 
stadium in the area out at the end of 
East Capital Street. That is the area 
beyond where the present armory is 
today. 

This area is administered by the De
partment of the Interior. The Depart
ment of the Interior insists that ·they 
have continuing control of the entire 
area around the stadium and the sta-. 
dium would be administered after .:ts 
construction from the issuance of bonds 
by the Armory Board. So here we have 
not only the Department of the Interior 
involved, but the Armory Board, the Dis
trict Commissioners, the National Cap
ital Planning Commission, the Fine Arts 
Commis.;ion, and one or two or three 
other agencies of the Government. They 
all have to be satisfied in order for this 
project to get under way. 

The Congress thought it had it worked 
out in the authorization of the last bill 
which was passed and that the matter 
would proceed; that is, bonds would be 
issued. 

A survey had been made and reports 
issued. Then we find that under the 
arrangement made between these agen
cies the Department of the Interior in
sisted that it had certain control and 
authoriza~ion and responsibility in. con
nection with the overall program. There
fore, the Department of the Interior con~ 
tends that it has charge of landscaping, 
access roads, a freeway down the Ana
costia River, and so forth. It wants to 
have the responsibility of these things 
surrounding it because one of these days 
it is going to have other facilities put 
around there which will be implementing 
the whole program that the stadium 
would provide. 

So we bad this dilemma. The Depart
ment of the Interior and the Armory 
Board then entered into a contract. 
None of us knew that this contract was 
going to contain all of the things that 
the Department of the Interior set forth. 

It was during this year before we 
found out what all the contract called 
for. 
· When they went before the Appro
priations Committee of the House, we 
found out they had entered into the con
tract which would require an appro
priation by the Congress of between $5 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15351 
million and $6 million for preparation 
around the stadium and the entire lay
out that was to be constructed. When 
that happened, we asked under what au. 
thority and why it was necessary. They · 
included such things as the demolition 
of the old buildings back north of where 
the present armory is. It is not even a 
part of and never was to have been a 
part of this sta-dium construction pro
gram. It should be done away with, 
however, and some day it will be. We 
found out they had to have a freeway
to go from M Street NE., clear down 
the Anacostia River to Bennings Road. 
That involved another $1% million or 
$2 million. It is a good thing and should 
be constructed, but it should be a part 
of the road program to meet transporta
tion needs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 5 additional minutes .. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, conse
quently there was the highway construc
tion, there was the demolition of all 
these buildings, and so forth, which ran 
the cost way up to this amount, over $5 
million, charging all of it to stadium con
struction, which was never intended, and 
it was never a part of the stadium pro
gram. They included a.ll of this as a 
part of this program. 

The General Accounting Office, in 
answer to a request from the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Interior Appro- · 
priations, our genial and distinguished 
friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KIRWAN], asking for an interpretation 
as to the authorization of the stadium . 
bill, said that before the Interior De
partment could construct ·any of these 
things around the ~stadium, which. is a 
part of it, and was so intended, at the: 
outset, it would be necessary for the Con
gress to act". Consequently, they brought 
together again the District Commis
sioners, the Department of the Interior, 
the Armory Board, the Fine Arts Com
mission, and all these other commissions 
in an effort to try to settle where the area· 
of responsibility was. 

Now, in doing so, we said it was nevet' 
intended for any $5 million to $6 million 
to be appropriated for this purpose. But,· 
access roads are necessary as well as 
other accessories, and the construction 
of that part under the control of the De-· 
partm-ent of the Interior will be neces
sary, which I will include with this state
ment. The Armory Board will construct 
the stadium. 

Now, that is simply the whole program. 
We whittled down the amount to be 
charged to the stadium, which amounts 
to approximately a little over $2,660,000, 
which is authorized by this bill, . 
because the General- Accounting Office· 
said it was necessary if the stadium was 
to be put-at this place. That is just how 
simple it is. You are. not going out there 
and -build what is now to be a $10 million 
stadium with revenue bonds and pay for 
it out of the revenues received, unless 
you have some way to get in there, some 
utilities that are necessary to any such 
kind of an operation, and other things 
which the Department of the Interior 
say they are going to insist on, which 
surround it and are to be used by it, s.uch 
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as parking areas and other facilities 
itemized and listed herein. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, now, it may not 
have been the intention of the people 
building this stadium to take care of, for 
instance, the demolition of buildings on 
the grounds down there and the reloca
tion of those people to other places. 
But, that will have to be provided for. 
Who in the world does the gentleman 
think ought to take care of the demoli
tion of the buildings? Who does the 
gentleman think will take care of the 
relocati-on of the workers? Somebody is 
going to have to pay for it. Who? 

Mr. HARRIS. That certainly is no 
part of this program. 

Mr. GROSS~ The buildings that are 
trr oe demolished are on the land in the 
immediate area. 

Mr. HARRIS. No; that is not on the 
part where the stadium is to be built. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, it is to ·be a part 
of the whole area. 

Mr. HARRIS. No. That is not true. 
The stadium is to be east of there, and 
it is not in this area where the buildings 

are. As I say, the buildings ought to be 
demolished and will be someday. This 
should become a part of the overall proj • 
ect. I hope it will someday, but it should 
riot be charged to the stadium. 

Mr. GROSS. If you want to, limit it 
to the stadium itself, but let us go into 
the access roads, the ingress and the 
egress roads, the parking facilities, and 
so forth. Now, does not the gentleman 
agree that buildings will have to be de
molished and people moved out of that 
area to do that? 

Mr. HARRIS. I can show the gentle
man a survey map that does not require 
any demolition of buildings as a neces
sary part of the project now. If the 
District of Columbia someday wants to 
demolish those buildings and use the 
area in connection with the facilities in 
and around the stadium and the stadium 
itself, it would be desirable, but it will be 
up to the District of Columbia. It has· 
nothing whatsoever at this point to do. 
with the stadium or any part of it. 

Mr. Chairman, so there will be no mis- · 
understanding, I include the original 
s.ummary of requirements of the Depart
ment of the Interior and the itemized 
summary authorized in this bill, .as 
follows: 

Summa1'y of estimated fund 1'equirements as orig~nally estimated and requested by Departmen{ 
of the Interior 

Project 
Planning 

and 
design 

Construction 1 
including 

supervision 
Total 

Utilitres •••••. ------------------------- -------------------------- $11,400 $212,100 $223, 500 
Area A. Area adjacent to stadium proper._______________________ 43,300 822,400 865,700 • 
Area B. Plaza and pedestrian underpass in East Capitol St______ 26,300 499,300 525,600 
Area C. pus, taxi, an,d car parking, East Capitol St., 19th to 22d 

Sts-------- --- ---- --- -- -- ---- ----------------------------------- 14,500 275,200 289t700 
Area D. Paved parking area·------------------------------------ 61,000 1, 158,700 1, 219,700 
Area E. Stabilized soil parking area______________________________ 16,500 313,200 :!,2

8
9
7

,. 7
600
00 

Project F. Anacostia Dr., Benning Rd. to Pennsylvania Ave.... 19,400 368,200 u< 

Total •• - - --- - -------------------------------------~--------'---19_2_, 4-00-l---3-,-64-9-, 1-00-l---3-, 84-1,-50-0 
Amount "requested this estimate·-------------------------------- 192,400 212,100 404,500 

I-----l-----l------
Additional amount needed by February 1960 ________ _-_____ ---------------- 3, 437,000 3, 437, 000 · 

I========= I======== I======== 
Requirements for pro]ect G __ .• _ ---- ______ ------ __ -:----- : __ . : •••. I====58='=7=00=I====l='=l64='=o=oo=l===1=, 222='=70=-0 

Grand total, all requirements------------------------------ -~· · 251, 100 4, 813,100 5, ()_64, 200 . . 

:1 These figures represent preliminary estimates based on e~hibit II, scbeme 1, of the stadium study. It must be : 
recognized that these preliminary estimates are very general in scope and final estimates will be available when 
planning and design work is completed. · 

ItemiZed summary of fund requirements 
authoriZed !JY this bill, H .B. 839_2 

(Exclude utilities (bond issue)) 
Axea A------------------------- $120,000 
AreaB------------------------- (1) 
Area 0------------------------- 225,000 
AreaD------------------------- 850,000 
Area E------------------------· 625,000 

Total-------------------- (1) 

Total-------------------- 2,120,000 Planning and design ____ ._______ 120, 000 
Engineering _________ _:__________ 120, 000 

Contingency------------------- 300, 000 

<lrand total ______ : _______ 2,660,000 

1 0ut. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as. I may require. 

.Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
Stadium .Commission since its inception, 
r feel that good judgment was shown in 
the authorization by the Congress of a 
bill to construct a stadium here. We all 
know the ·purposes and the objectives of 
this project, and the great need that we 

have for a stadium in the Nation's Capi .. , 
thl. It is obvious that the Committee on 
Appropriations in considering the finan
cial phase of this program did not under .. 
stand the ramifications that were in-
volved. . _ 

I would like to compliment my col .. 
league, the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HARRIS], who just spoke, and tell 
this body that everything he told you is 
absolutely the truth. He explained the 
situation in great detail, so it is unneces
sary for me to go over the same things 
he told you, because he has related the 
facts as they exist. 

Mr;- TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
· Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle .. 

man from Texas . 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair

roan, I want to congratulate the gentle
man from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS] and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KEARNS] on the work they have done and 
associate myself with their remarks. 

Mr. KEARNS. I thank the gentleman. 
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Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. KEARNS. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I wanted 

to further explain to the membership of 
the House how I happened to get in
volved in this matter. I had the distinct 
privilege and honor of serving on the 
District Committee for 18 years, and dur
ing the time I was on the committee a 
good many years ago, at the request of 
others here in the District I joined in 
an effort to try to work out some kind of 
a stadium program. That began a good 
many years ago, and I have followed it 
through to some extent during the years 
and have done my best to do what I 
could to formalize it. And, we tried to 
do it in a way that was not an expense 
to the taxpayers, and this is not an ex
pense to the taxpayers, in my opinion, 
notwithstanding how some others feel 
about it. It is 90 percent the responsi
bility of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEARNS. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 10 minutes 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
O'KONSKI]. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, the 
advocates of the stadium know just as 
little about the ramifications of what 
they are getting into as they did when 
the original Stadium Act was passed. 
They still do not know what it is all 
about. In 1957, when we passed the orig
inal Stadium Act, if you will refer to 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, you Will find 
the question was asked at least six times 
of the advocates of this stadium, if the 
stadium was going to result in any cost 
to the taxpayers of the United States of 
America. And six times the answer 
came back from the advocates of the 
Stadium Act that if we gave them the 
land, there would not be one penny of 
cost to the taxpayers of the United 
States of America. 

They did not know what they were 
getting into then. They still do not 
know what they are getting into. All of 
a sudden up comes a bill which, if it had 
not been taken out on a point of order, 
would have resulted in a cost of some 
$5,700,000 to the taxpayers. And that is 
just the beginning, make no mistake 
about it. Knowing that they would have 
a hard time getting $5,700,000 all in one 
lump sum from the Federal taxpayers 
they whittled it down a little bit, to about 
a little less than half that amount, 
$2,600,000. So the project is going to be 
only half complete; that, in spite of the 
fact that since the Stadium Act has been 
law since 1957, the people charged with 
the responsibility of organizing this sta
dium, managing it, issuing the bonds, 
have not been able to give not a single 
iota ~f evidence that they are going to 
t~ke m one penny of revenue after the 
stadium is built. 

When they appeared before the com
~ttee I asked the officials of the Sta
dium Bo:;trd, "Have you made any ar
rangements, have you approached the 
Washington Baseball Club and the 
Washington Football Club about us.ing 
the stadium? Do you have any evidence 
or do you have any hope that they are 
going to use this stadium. if it is built?'' 

And their answer was, "We have made 
no arrangements with them. We are 
trying to get to talk to them but, for 
some reason or other, they do not even 
want to talk to us about it yet." 

They do not even know if they are 
going to have a single user of the 
stadium. The only constructive sug
gestion that the chairman of the board 
made was when he said that the stadium 
might possibly be used for the inaugura
tion of the President. He did not know 
that we are building a $14 million East 
Front on the Capitol just for that pur
pose. So they do not have one single 
prospect of an occupant or a user of 
that stadium, in spite of the fact that 
the Stadium Act was passed some 2 years 
ago. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. As a matter of fact, Mr. 

Shea appeared before the District of Co
lumbia Committee only a few days ago 
and said that "We are still desperately 
anxious to get some assurance" of .con
tracts with the baseball and football 
teams. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. That is right. And 
they do not know whether the annual 
cost of operating the stadium, after the 
issue of the bonds, is going to be $100,000 
or what. We tried to pin him down on 
what the costs were going to be of op
erating the stadium, paying the interest 
on the bonds, paying off the bonds and 
they did not have a single notion wheth
er it was going to $1 or $1 million. And 
that after the act has been in operation 
for some 2 years. 

Let us go a little bit further. We 
passed an Appropriation Act for the De
partment of the Interior some time ago. 
In that Department of the Interior Ap
propriation Act we have some $40 mil
lion for the national parks all over the 
United States of America. And that is 
for all of the 50 States of the Union
$40 million for the national parks of all 
the 50 States of the Union. In that 
same bill there is already appropriated 
for the District of Columbia, this little 
spot right here, out of the $40 million 
that we appropriated, $8,333,000. In 
other words, 20 percent of all the money 
that we appropriated for the national 
parks of the United States of America, 
for all the 50 States in the Union, goes 
to the District of Columbia and immedi
ate vicinity. Now, add some $2,600,000 
to that and you are going to have 25 
percent of all the money allocated to the 
national parks of all the 50 States of the 
Union going to the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman will the 
gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Yes. 
Mr. HARRIS. I am sure the gentle

man does not. want to leave an erroneous 
impression with the House. I am sure 
the gentleman, distinguished as he ·is 
and serving on this great committee, . 
knows that the Department is requesting 
in their budget this year for this purpose 
o~b~ about $400,000 of the total of $2 
m1ll10n plus. That certainly does not 
come within the statement the gentle
man just made. That is all that is 
necessary in order to get it started for 

these particular . purposes. -That was 
tpe budget; that would be the total for 
this fiscal year. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. ·Let me read to you 
what is provided in the Department of 
Interior appropriation act for the Dis
trict of Columbia and vicinity: 
Major roads: 

George Washington Parkw&.y __ $2,614,000 
Palisades Parkway____________ 165, 000 

Minor roads: 
Balt imore-Washington Park-

way------- ---------- ------ 240, 000 
George Washington Parkway__ 46,000 

Buildings and utilities: 
George Washington Parkway__ 153,000 
Rock Creek Parkway__________ 35,000 

Roads and trails: 
National Capital Parks________ 191, 000 
Mall at 12th st_______________ 1, ooo, ooo 
Buildings and utilities________ 1, 306, 000 
Planning Commission and land 

acquisition, District of Col-
umbia and vicinitY--------- 2, 286,000 

There you already have $8,333,000 for 
the National Parks right here in the Dis
trict of Columbia, and when you consider 
there is only $40 million for all of the 50 
States of our Union, you have 20 percent 
of the entire amount going to the Dis
trict of Columbia, and when you add this 
$2,600,000 to i~, you have 25 percent going 
right here i_n this vicinity. Perhaps, 
that is because the citizens of the Dis
trict of Columbia do not have the right 
to vote and the District is probably 
looked upon as a foreign country. Prob
ably the greatest disaster that could hap
pen to the District of Columbia would be 
if they got th~ right to vote and if the 
District of Columbia were considered an 
integral part of the United States and 
they should be treated just like the rest 
of the country. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. You 

overlook one advantage that we have 
you and I both, do not need to do any 
thinking but we just have to read the 
Washington Post and the Star and your 
work is all laid out for you every day. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. When the civil func
tions appropriation bill was passed here, 
there was $225,000 for my whole district. 
I thought I was getting something. 
Every one of the District of Columbia 
papers described that act as the greatest. 
pork barrel legislation in the history of 
the U.S. Congress. But, it is all right 
when they get 25 percent of all the funds 
appropriated for the 50 States in our 
Union. 
. Furthermore, this bill that is before 

the House now does something else. 
When you get through passing this bill 
if there are any two lawyers in thi~ 
House, or in the United States of Amer
ica, who will agree where the revenue 
from the parking of these cars in this 
parking lot that we are going to build 
is going to go, I will buy them a 10-
gallon hat. If anybody can find out 
where the revenue from the parking lot 
is going to go under the provisions of 
this bill that we are · now passing I 
would like to know. There are not ~ny 
two attorneys who will agree. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. I yield. . 
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Mr. FOLEY. At th~~ hearings which 

were held a couple of weeks ago on this 
very point, the major sou·rce of revenue 
for the Stadium Commission or the man
agers of the Commission is to be from the 
parking lot; is that correct, sir? Do you 
recall that the witness for the Armory 
Commission stated that they are looking 
to this parking lot revenue as the major 
source to amortize the bonded indebted
ness and the interest on the debt? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Yes, I remember 
that. I would like the gentleman to 
read line 8 and 9 of this bill. 
. Mr. FOLEY. I direct the attention of 

the gentleman to page -5 of the report 
which says: 
· All revenues from the operation of the 

stadium and the lighting, operation, and 
maintenance, of motor-vehicle parking areas 
in connection with such stadium are hereby 
pledged to the uses and to the application 

· thereof as heretofore in this section required. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. That is what there
port says. But, if you will read the bill, 
there is serious doubt as to the legal ef
feet of tne language because it repeals 
a part of another statute that would 
definitely make that possible. There is 
serious doubt as to what this does. 
- In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman, I 

want to say this. This i~ just the be
ginning. Make no mistake about it be
cause twice I asked the witnesses before 
our committee, "If we give you this $2,-
600,000 now, will you now give us the 
guarantee this is your last request for 
funds until the stadium is built?" Each 
one of the witnesses ·before the commit
tee said, "We cannot give you any such 
guarantee." So they are coming back 
for more-make no mistake about it. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for one more question? 

Mr. O'KONSKI. I yield. 
Mr. FOLEY. Title to this parking lot 

or parking · area will remain with the 
Secretary of the Interior from the begin
ning; is that correct, sir? And then the 
revenues from the parking will go to 
the Stadium Board. Then, after 30 
years, · when the bonded indebtedness is 
paid off, the full and clear title wm· rest 
and vest with the Federal Government 
at that time and thereafter. 
_Mr. O'KONSKI. That is right . . But, 

we in the State of Wisconsin built a 
s~adium to accommodate some 50,000 
people without 1 cent of cost to the 
taxpayers of the United · States. Fur
ther, this is the first time in history that 
the advocates of the stadium did not -con
sider the roads coming in and out of the 
stadium and in the immediate vicinity 
of the stadium as part of the actual cost 
of the stadium. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS] . . 
- Mr. H;ARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to reply . to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. In the first place, the · gen .. 
tleman from Wisconsin says that this is 
just the beginning and that they will 
come back for more appropriations. I 
woUld like to remind the gentleman this 
is an authorization and thus a limitation 
which the .Congress is_ placing on what 
the Department of the Interior. shall do 
in improving, preparing,.-and construe-

tion on the property which it has sur
rounding the stadium, used by the 
stadium, and so forth, as a result of the 
construction of the stadium. First, they 
came up with a contract whereby they 
wanted more than twice as much. The 
Congress is saying that this is all and un
til the Congress increases the authoriza .. 
tion for this purpose I can say to the 
gentleman there will bo no more request 
as a result of the stadium construction. 
· With reference to what the gentleman 

said a moment ago about there being no 
report, the Committee on the District of 
Columbia of the House, together with 
the Senate District Committee worked 
out a program in which a request was 
made for $35,000 from the Federal Hous
ing and Home Agency for a survey to be 
made. The survey was made by Kreager 
& Waterbury, engineer-architects, and 
their report was made in 1958. I have a 
copy of the report here. The gentleman, 
I am sure, had one available to him at 
the time the hearings were held last 
week. Certainly that report not only 
spells out how it could be done and how 
it should be done, how it could be con
structed under private financing, but I 
also have a copy of the estimated reve
nues that will be received from the sta
dium operations which would be a total 
estimated amount of $637,500 a year. 

Those items are broken down, so much 
from baseball use, so much from the 
football club, so much from popular 
shows, concessions, parking; and yet it 
does not take into consideration the tre
mendous games that will be brought to 
the Nation's Capital by the Air Force 
Academy, the Naval Academy, West 
Point, and . other great organizations 
which will add to the prestige of the Na
tion's Capital as well as to these great 
institutions. 

The report also estimates the cost of 
operation. In other words, this report of 
the engineering firm of Kreager & 
Waterbury, outstanding engineers, help 
us visualize the-operation of this stadium. 
As I mentioned a moment ago, there is 
an estimated income of $637,500 a year 
and an estimated annual expense re
quirement of $633,500. So, contrary, to 
what the gentleman said a moment ago 
we do have facts and figures. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 
· Mr. O'KONSKI. The report is all 

right; it is just what one would expect, 
but does the gentleman have any as
surance? Was there one witness who 
appeared before the committee who 
could give us any assurance that there 
would be one baseball game played there 
or one football game? 

Mr. HARRIS. It is my understanding 
that ·the management of the football 
club has indicated a certain number of 
games would be played there. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. I would like to ask 
the gentleman if he has any assurance 
there will even be a . baseball club in 
Washington by the time this stadium is 
built? 

Mr. HARRIS. No, but I have every 
confidence there Will be. I have no in
formation to the. contrary. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 
· Mr. SPRINGER. In the testimony 

before the committee the other day Mr. 
Shea told us that they had not reached 
an agreement with Mr. Griffith, but they 
hoped to when the time came. They 
were not in position to do anything with 
reference to that now. 

Mr. Marshall has agreed that we could 
expect six of their dates would be played 
there out of a total of nine dates that 
they had, that they would guarantee six 
of the dates . 

The question with respect to Mr. 
Griffith depends on whether or not he 
sells his club, whether or not he sells his 
park. I think that is about as far as 
anyone can go considering all the cir
cumstances that have arisen with refer
ence to. baseball during the last year. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to no one in my interest in the District 
of Columbia, our Nation's Capital, and 
I yield to no one in this Congress about 
trying to preserve to the Congress its re
sponsibility for the affairs of the District 
of Columbia. 
-This is our Nation's Capital. 
We appropriate money directly for the 

construction of a stadium in some other 
part of the country to hold just one 
event. We appropriate funds directly 
out of the Treasury of the United States 
in another part of the country just to 
participate in the Pan American games, 
but when the Nation's Capital is involved 
there seem to be no funds available, and 
yet every 4 years we have here one of 
the niost outstanding events in the 
world, that is, the inauguration of the 
President and the events connected with 
it. 

Do we not have some pride in our Na
tion's Capital that we want to have facil
ities here to enable us properly to take 
care of these functions mostly by pri
vate capital and operation? I think 
those are some of the things we should 
consider as we try to resolve the differ
ence between the various agencies and 
planning commissions in the Govern
ment. I think we will all be proud some 
day of the fact that we supported this 
legislation. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois: 

Mr. SPRINGER. I think in the Dis
trict budget it would be well to think 
about what we pay. Actually, accord
ing to the figures of the last few years, 
the Federal Government has been pay
ing from 9 to 11 percent of the District 
budget. I do not anticipate from the 
figures that have been made by what we 
CC?nsider to be a reputable company that 
there will be any deficit. These esti
mates seem to be made by a reputable 
firm and they seem to be sound. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman 
for his observation, and I agree with 
him. On the other hand, I am fully con
vinced that this can be a financially suc
cessful project, and I believe in the long 
run the Federal Government will own 
and control a facility that should be a 
part of the Federal Government's facil
ities in this, our Nation's Capital. 
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Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GROSS]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I .may 
say to the gentleman from Arkansas that 
his statement is the first information I 
have that Congress authorized the build
ing of a stadium for the Pan American 
Games. I think the gentleman is mis
informed. I do not recall any money 
for the building of a stadium for the 
Pan American Games. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is right. 
None of the money voted will go toward 
the building of a stadium for the Pan 
American Games. 

Mr. GROSS. That is just a sample 
of what we get in these arguments. This 
stadium proposition has more lives than 
the proverbial cat. It has been in and 
out of this Congress year after year. I 
want to review a little of the history of 
this thing. 

In the 85th Congress, 1st session, on 
May 13, 1957, H.R. 1937 was called up, 
and this will be found in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD, VOlume 103, part 5, page 
6823. The stated purpose of the bill 
was to authorize the construction, main
tenance, and operation by the Armory 
Board of the District of Columbia of a 
stadium in the District of Columbia. 

At that time I asked this question: 
Is the Government now about to buy land 

to provide a site for this stadium? 

In reponse, Mr. McMILLAN said: 
They have approximately 192 acres of park 

land which is proposed to be us~d in con
nection with the armory. This stadium 
is supposed to use the same parking space 
that the armory has at the present time. If 
any additional land is required, I imagine 
it is supposed to come out of this $6 mlllion 
issue of bonds. 

Then I asked this question: 
But the b111 does not provide that? 
Mr. McMn.LAN. It provides $1 million here 

for the purpose of purchasing 4 acres of 
land. That is all. 

Mr. GRoss. Let me ask this: Is the Govern
ment to be reimbursed for the land that will 
become the site for the stadium? 

Mr. McMn.LAN. I do not see any place in 
the bill where there is any reimbursement. 

Later I offered an amendment, which 
was adopted, to provide that the bonds 
to be issued in connection with the 
stadium were to be used to pay for, in 
addition to the stadium itself, the land 
upon which the stadium is located. 

The bill was amended in the Senate to 
delete that provision, and the Senate 
version was accepted in conference. 
However, when the bill returned to the 
House in the form of a conference re
port, on August 20, 1957, it was rejected 
by a rollcall vote of 135 to 234. 

The conference report was rejected 
because it did not contain that provi
sion for payment for the land. 

·During discussion on the conference 
report, the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. HARRIS] said in response to a ques
tion I Mked: 

This is a private operation and will cost 
the Government nothing for the construe-

tion of the .stadium, yet it is a facllity that 
is badly needed. 

The bill went back to conference and 
was returned to the House on August 26, 
1957.· The following appears in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 103, part 
12, page 15967: 

Mr. GRoss. And the stadium corporation 
will pay for the land that it obtains from 
the Government for the purpose of this 
stadium? 

Mr. McMn.LAN. The gentleman is correct. 
That was the gentleman from Iowa's amend
ment when we brought the bill up original
ly, and I accepted it when we approved the 
bill several weeks ago. The Senate has 
agreed to that language. 

Then, in the 85th Congress, 2d session, 
1958, H.R. 12162 was called up on July 
14, 1958, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 103, part 10, page 13688~ and I 
quote the following: 

Mr. GRoss. The gentleman knows my con
cern with previous legislation on this sub
ject has been that the proposed stadium 
should not become a burden upon the tax
payers of the entire country. I do not care 
how many stadiums are built by the people 
of the District of Columbia or those who 
live in the contiguous territory who want to 
invest their money in it, but I am opposed 
to building a stadium in the District of 
Columbia out of the taxes of the taxpayers 
of the entire country. 

Mr. HARRIS. I think the gentleman would 
have many Members of this Congress join 
him in that view. From our study and con
sideration of this problem, we do not feel 
that this will be a burden upon the Treas
ury of the United States or on the taxpay
ers of the country. We believe that this is 
a sound, financial program here to bring 
about a needed project that no one objects 
to and which everyone says is badly needed 
in the District of Columbia, the Nation~s 
Capital. 

Mr. GRoss. That may well be, but I am still 
not convinced that this will not someday 
become a burden on the taxpayers of the 
country. Can the gentleman give us any 
assurance that the committee will not be 
back here in the matter of a few years ask
ing for an appropriation out of the Federal 
Treasury to build or maintain this stadium? 

Mr. HARRIS. I can give the gentleman the 
assurance from my own knowledge and from 
my own opinion on this program that this 
is a sound program, and that it wlll not be 
necessary not even in 2 or 3 years or 10 or 15 
years or any time to be a burden on the 
taxpayers of the entire country. 

The gentleman will remember his 
statement, I am sure, because he said, 
"I feel, and I think that is the feeling of 
practically every member of the commit
tee, that it is a sound, financial pro
gram," and so on and so forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 5 additional min
utes. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will tlie 
gentleman yield?· 

Mr. GROSS.' Yes. I am happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. I stand on the state
ment now that I made at that time, and 
if this stadium or this facility was going 
to be constructed anywhere else other 
than where a Government agency has 
all the surrounding area under its con
trol and operation, it still would not be 
any cost, and as a result the stadium 

itself is not a cost to the taxpayers. I 
tried to emphasize that a moment ago. 
The Department of the Interior controls 
all of that property around there and it 
insists that it must use it for other pur
poses, and therefore it has got to do it 
according to the way it does things. We 
are not asking in this bill for any au
thorization for the construction of the 
stadium itself. Even the utilities that 
go in there now are going to be absorbed 
out of the bond financing. 

Mr. GROSS. How thin can you split 
hairs? How is it proposed to have a 
stadium without parking facilities and 
without ingress and egress streets and 
roads, will the gentleman tell me? 

Mr. HARRIS. Well, if it -was not for 
the facilities that were going to be built 
aroundit--

Mr. GROSS. If the Congress does not 
raid the taxpayers to build a parking lot, 
if the Congress does not build a tunnel 
or tunnels, if the Congress does not build 
streets and roads, these necessary facili
ties will be added to the cost of the 
stadium, the actual construction of the 
stadium; is that not true? 

Mr. HARRIS. I do not think so. .And 
you will not find it there, either. 

Mr. GROSSA ~ There is over $2,600,000 
in this bill to come out of the Federal 
Treasury, maybe only $400,000 this year, 
but the authorization is for $2,500,000. 

Mr. HARRIS. Maybe nothing at all 
this year. 

Mr. GROSS. Let us quit splitting 
hairs over this thing. 

Then, in reply to a query by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR
TIN], who was then the minority floor 
leader of the Ho·..1se, concerning the 
handling of this stadium proposition, 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
HARRIS] said to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN]. It is not 
even an appropriation; the stadium is to 
be built by private enterprise," meaning, 
of course, that the whole works was to 
be built by private enterprise. Yet you 
are here today asking for $2,660,000. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I would 
like to compliment the gentleman once 
more on the wonderful work he is domg 
for the rest of us, work which we would 
like to do, many of us, if we had the 
ability and the time. But I want to ask 
the gentleman just one question now. 
How long will you have to be here before 
you learn that some of the statements 
made on the floor do not mean what the 
average individual thinks they do? 

Mr. GROSS. Well, I am getting a 
pretty convincing _illustration today of 
what the gentleman is talking abol,l,t .. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. You 
show innocence and gullibility, I swear. 
I cannot see how you swallow the things. 

Mr. GROSS. I am simply reviewing 
the RECORD and calling attention of the 
other Members of the House to what has 
been said on this floor in days gone by. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. - Did you 
not expect the people were going to get 
rooked? · 
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Mr. GROSS. If we pass this bill pro• 

viding for $2,660,000, it will be the biggest 
No. 12 shoe · you ever saw stuck in the 
door to the Federal Treasury for the 

· Nation's taxpayers will wind up paying 
the entire bill. 

I cannot understand why there is 
nothing in the report on this bill from 
the Department of the Interior stating 
its position, since that Department is 
deeply involved. There is not anything 
from the Bureau of the Budget, nor from 
anyone in the executive brarich of the 
Government. I cannot find any evi
dence in the report on this bill of any
body supporting it. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. O'KONSKI. The wheels are all 

greased, if this bill passes, for a supple
mental appropriation bill to come in for 
$2,600,000. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. I say categorically that 

that statement is not supported by factS. 
I think it is time that we understand 
around here what some of the facts are. 
If the gentleman had investigated, he 
would know. 

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman now 
speaking to me or . is he responding to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
O'KONSKI]? 

Mr. HARRIS. I am respopding to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. He said that 
the wheels are all greased for a $2 mil
lion supplemental appropriation to 
come in here. so far as I know, they 
first said that they wanted $400,000 for 
this fiscal year. But now they say in 
view of the fact that the utilities are 
going to be absorbed from the bond issue, 
they will probably not have to ask for 
anything during this fiscal year in con
nection with this surrounding area. I 
want to say to the gentleman that the 
chairman of the Board of Trade of the 
District of Columbia, Mr. McLaughlin 
himself, was in on these negotiations. 
He supports this. 

Mr. GROSS. I have no doubt in the 
world that he supports it. 

Mr. HARRIS. Not only he, but a rep
resentative of the Department of the 
Interior testified for the program. 

Mr. GROSS. I have no doubt in the 
world that Mr. McLaughlin supports 
this. Of course he does. He is perfect
ly willing to unload upon the taxpayers 
of the Third District of Iowa and every 
other similar district in the country the 
cost of building and maintaining this 
stadium; of course he is. The Board of 
Trade of the District of Columbia, the 
people of the District of Columbia, can 
build a stadium on every street inter
section, if they want to. · All I want them 
to do is to· build it out of their own 
money, 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. O'KONSKI. I will say, in answer 

to the charge made by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS] concerning 
the matter of a supplemental appropria
tion, that I have a memorandum here 

of a member of the Committee on Ap
propriations whicll clearly states, "I 
understand the Budget Bureau is getting 
ready to send up a supplemental if this 
bill is passed." That is my evidence in 
support of the statement that I made. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SPRINGER]. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
think this one thing has been lost sight 
of. All of this came out in the hearings 
the other day. I questioned the Chair
man of the Board as to why it was neces
sary to have at this time a request that 
this change be made in the law. 

Here is the reason. It was thought 
when the bill was passed 2 years ago 
that the Secretary of the Interior had 
this authority, to go ahead and do what 
this bill would give him the power to do, 
if it is passed today. Everyone thought, 
the stadium people thought, the De
partment of the Interior thought, the 
Comptroller General thought, the Gen
eral Accounting omce thought, and 
everyone was in agreement, that the Sec
retary of the Interior had the authority 
to do what they are asking to be done 
in this bill. 

Now, may I read this from page 2 of 
the report: 

All of the remaining amendments to the 
District · of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 
which are proposed by this bill are designed 
to insure that the Secretary of the Interior 
wm have the necessary authority to con
struct motor-vehicle parking areas and cer
tain other fac111ties which it was believed 
the Secretary had at the time the act was 
first enacted. The total cost of this con
struction by the Secretary of the Interior is 
limited to $2,660,000. 

In a letter dated June 4, 1959, to the 
chairman of this committee, the Comptroller 
General stated: 

"If it is deemed desirable th'at such author
ity be granted to the Secretary of the In
terior, the enactment of specific legislation 
to do so wm be necessary in view of our deci
sion of March 25, 1959, B-138834, that such 
authority is not contained in existing legisla
tion relative to the stadium. We believe 
that the language of H.R. 6893 would accom .. 
plish the stated purpose." 

If I can make this as simple as possible 
to my colleagues, it is this. This bill 
gives authority to the Secretary of the 
Interior today that we thought we were 
giving when this Stadium Act was first 
passed. May I say this further to make 
it clear. This land, these parking lots, 
and all the access areas are not in "the 
stadium... The definition of "the stadi
um" does not contain that. The defini
tion of the stadium is entirely limited. 
The Secretary of the Interior has now 
and will continue to have control over 
all of these areas. With that in mind 
we have to remember that the stadium 
should not be responsible for land to 
which it does not have title; ftnY more 
than the stadium should be responsible 
for land in the District of Columbia to 
which the District has title. That is 
about as simple as I can make it in order 
to give you an understanding of what 
is trying to be done in this bill. Until 
the Secretary of the Interior has this 
authority which we thought he had, he 
cannot construct these access areas and 
this parking lot. 

I now yield to the gentleman from Ar· 
kansas [Mr. HARRIS]. 

Mr. HARRIS. Not only did he think 
he had the authority and we thought he 
had it, but under the authority we 
thought he had, he agreed he would carry 
out this part of the program surround
ing the stadium; is that not true? 

Mr. SPRINGER. That was part of 
the agreement when the stadium bill was 
brought in 2 years ago. That the Secre
tary of the Interior would undertake this 
construction which is set out in this bill 
and he is ordered now to do under this 
bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. Consequently, the same 
statement that I made to which our 
friend, the gentleman from Iowa, re
ferred to a moment ago, still stands as 
correct today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. McMffiLAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that some of the 
debate has gone a little far afield. The 
only problem we have confronting us 
today is the problem of trying to 
str_ai~hten out a problem which, in my 
op1ruon, is the fault of the Department of 
the Interior. They should have given 
the Congress and the members of my 
committee the advantage of their think
ing on this problem when we passed the 
bill in 1957. We felt we had given the 
Department of the Interior all the au
thority they required and desired at 
that time. I feel, since we have passed 
the original Stadium Act, we should go 
ahead and correct certain provisions to 
suit the Federal Government since they 
will eventually have full control of the 
stadium, and they will always have own
ership of the park area around the sta
dium. 

The CHAmMAN. If there are no fur
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
District of Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 
is amended as follows: 

( 1) Section 2 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: 
"The Board is authorized to provide for the 
construction of such stadium by such means 
as it determines will most effectively carry 
out this Act (including, but not limited to, 
a negotiated contract)." 

(2) The first sentence of section' 3 is 
amended by inserting immediately after "op
eration of the stadium" the following: "(in
cluding the operation and maintenance of 
motor-vehicle parking rates)". 

(3) Section 3 is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen~ 
tence: "The Secretary of the Interior is au
thorized and directed to construct and pre
pare in areas A, C, D, and E only, on such 
site, as such areas are indicated on National 
Capital Parks Map numbered 1.7-146, motor
vehicle parking areas, including driveways, 
walks, lighting, and landscaping, at a total 
cost ·not to exceed $2,660,000." 

(4) Paragraph (5) of section 5 is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(5) to light, operate, and maintain 
motor-vehicle parking lots;". 

(5) Paragraph (9) of section 5 is amended 
by inserting immediately after "stadium" 
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the first place where it occurs the follow
ing: ", and in operating and maintaining 
the motor-vehicle parking areas in connec
tion therewith". 

(6) Subsection (a) of section 6is amended 
by inserting immediately after "stadium" 
at each of the six places where it appears 
therein the following: "and the lighting, 
operation, and maintenance of motor-vehicle 
parking areas in connection with such sta
dium'•. 

(7) The last sentence of subsection (a) 
of section 6 is further amended by striking 
out "maintaining and operating it," and 
inserting in lieu thereof "maintenance and 
operation,". 

(8) Section 10 is amended by inserting 
immediately after "stadium" the first place 
where it occurs a comma and the following: 
"and of the operation and maintenance of 
the motor-vehicle parking areas in connec
tion therewith,". 

(9) Section 11 is amended by striking out 
.,necessary motor-vehiCle parking areas, and". 

SEc. 2. Section 8 of the Act entitled "An 
Act to establish a District of Columbia 
Armory Board, and for other purposes", ap
proved June 4, 1948 (D.C. Code, sec. 2-1708), 
as amended, is amended by inserting "and 
related motor-vehicle parking areas" imme
diately after "in connection with the opera
tion of the stadium". 

Mr McMll..LAN (during the reading 
of th~ bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the further reading 
of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McMILLAN; Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House with 
the recommendation that the bill do 
pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. WATTS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of th~ 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 8392) to amend the District of 
Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 with re
spect to motor-vehicle parking areas, and 
for other purposes, had directed him to 
report the bill back to the House with 
the recommendation that the bill do 
pass. 

The previous ·question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER; ·· The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 
· The SPEAKER. Evidently, no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Alford 
Anfuso 
Baring 
Barrett 
Barry 

[Roll No. 125] 
Bates 
BentleJ" 
Bo~ch 
Bowles 
Brewster 

Brown, Mo. 
Buckle,
Budge 
Cahill 
Canfield 

Cannon Glenn 
Carnahan Granahan 
Celler Green, Pa.. 
Coad Halpern 
Coffin Hargis 
Curtis, Mass. Healey 
Daddario Holtzman 
Davis, Tenn. Jackson 
Delaney Judd 
Diggs McDowell 
Doll1nger Martin 
Donohue Miller, N.Y. 
Dulski Minshall 
Edmondson Mitchell 
Elliott Morrison 
Fa.rbstein Multer 
Flynn Nix 
Gallagher O'Brien, N.Y. 
Giaimo O'Ne111 

Ollver 
Osmers 
Philbin 
Powell 
Reece, Tenn. 
Rostenkowskl 
Shelley 
Smith, Iowa 
Spence 
Stubblefield . 
Taber 
Taylor 
Teller 
Thompson, La.. 
Toll 
Vanik 
Willis 
Zelenko 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 364 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with . 

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. GROSS. Absolutely, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Gaoss moves that the b111 H.R. 8392 

be recommitted to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, on that 

I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were refused. 
So the motion to recommit was re

jected. 

fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960: and for other purposes; and pend
ing that motion, Mr. Speaker, ·I ask 
unanimous consent that · general debate 
be limited to 2 hours, one-half to be · 
controlled by the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. JoNASr and one-half by 
myself. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

·The · SPEAKER. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Two hundred 
and fifty-eight Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question· is on 

the motion offered by the gentleman 
from California. · · · 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill H.R. 8575, with Mr. 
KILDAY in the chair: . 
. The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first ·read
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. SHEPPARD: Mr. Chairman, :I 
yield myself such time as it may be nec
essary for me to consume_.-

Mr. Chairman, in the committee's 
consideration of the fiscal year 1960 mili
tary construction program, it adopted 
several policies in deter~ing the proj
ects and the funds to be approved. 

The SPEAKER. · The question is 
the passage of the bill. 

First and most.important of these was 
that projects_not clearly essential to the 
military needs of this country at the 
present time or the forseeable future 
should be eliminated. The present world 

on situation and breakthroughs in scientific 
and technological fields dictate that we 
face an immediate future when the di
rection and amount of spending of mili-

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 
So the bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table . . 

tary funds can change on short notice. 
An outstanding example of this is the 
recent abandonment of many Air Force 
facilities constructed at a large cost in 
France, as a result of the refusal of the 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA· . Government of that country to allow the 
TION BILL 1960 United States ~ store and . control nu-

, clear weapons 1n that area. The com-
Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask mittee did not feel that in times like 

unanimous consent to take from the these items such as air-conditioned hous
Speaker's table the bill H.R. 7453, the ing in Hawaii family housing con
legislative branch appropriation bill for structed with ~ppropriated funds be-
1960, with amendments thereto, insist on cause the Army feels they cannot be -con
the amendment of the House to the structed large enough under the Cape
amendment of the Senate numbered 45, hart program, additional snack bars and 
and agree to the conference asked by the cafeterias for civilian employees so they 
Senate. don't have to carry their lunches or eat 
. -The SPEAKER. Is there objection in other places were essential to the mill
to the request of the gentleman from tary effort. 
'Arkansas? Second. The committee insists · that 

The Chair hears none, and appoints _maximum utilization be made of existing 
the following conferees: Messrs. NoRRELL~ facilities. This not only concerns the 
KIRWAN, CANNON, HORAN, arid TABER. facilities which I have just. mentioned 

·· but.also a coordinated-study by the serv

·MTI..ITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO· 
PRIATION BILL, 1960 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the: Union for the con
sideration of·-the bill <H.R. 8575) mak
ing appropriations· for military con
struction for the Department of De-

ices and the Department of Defense to 
see that such facilities are used inter
changeably. All too frequently the serv
ices regard facilities~ as their exclusive 
property and so far the Defense Depart
ment has not been able. to effectuate a 
coordinated program which will insure 
the maximum use of these installations. 
For example, the committee found that 
the NaVY and the Department of Defense 



1959 ·CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15357 
had not adequately studied the use of 
existing Air Force and commercial facil
ities for a new outlying airfield for the 
Naval Air Station at Meridian, nor had 
the Air Force studied Navy facilities as 
a possible source for a missile handling 
facility. For example, the services re
quested funds for the replacement of 
barracks. At the same time, however, 
they planned to hold the existing bar
racks for mobilization reserve or use for 
other purposes. If such facilities are 
good enough to hold in standby or to 
use for other purposes, the committee 
can see no reason why they should not be 
used in lieu of new construction. 

Third. Projects not based on solid 
plans or where the costs were excessive 
were eliminated. For example, the com
mittee seriously questions the economy 
of the construction of a runway exten
sion at the cost of $3,300 per foot. I re
fer you to page 9 of the committee re
port for an analysis of excessive cost in 
connection with hospital construction. 
The committee fails to understand why a 
high school in Germany should be more 
elaborate than similar facilities in this 
country. 

Fourth. The committee has eliminated 
projects based on questionable or indefi
nite operational requirements, such as 
the deployment of the Mace missile. 

With these major policies in mind, the 
committee considered budget estimates 
in the amount of $1.5 billion and recom
mends appropriations of $1.2 billion, a 
reduction of $278 million in the esti
mates. 

A detailed tabulation of the construe .. 
tion projects approved by the committee 
will be found at the end of the report and 
the specific reductions will be found in 
the body of the report accompanying 
the bill. 

Many of you have asked questions 
about armory and other construction 
for the Reserve and National Guard 
components of the services. I would like 
to point out to you that the committee 
has approved all of the funds requested 
for these programs of the three services 
with the exception of small reductions 
for specific reasons at two Naval Reserve 
facilities and one Air National Guard 
installation. 

AIR DEFENSE 

Largely, at the insistence of the Con
gress the air defense program presented 
in the budget estimates was revised prior 
to the conclusion of the committee hear· 
ings. This revision made possible a re· 
duction of approximately $60 million to 
be made in the construction estimates 
for fiscal year 1960. It is anticipated 
that the revised plan will lead to a re .. 
duction of approximately $1.4 billion in 
this program over the next several years. 
The committee has approved the revised 
program as it pertains to missiles and 
electronic ground environment. It has 
made two reservations, however, both 
set forth in the committee report, con
cerning the location of Bomarc missile 
sites in the northwestern portion of this 
country and the need for manned inter· 
ceptors in certain areas of the Southwest. 

This revised program will have a 
marked effect on the procurement and 
training programs of the services. The 

Department of the Army at the present 
time maintains training programs for 
missile personnel at Fort Sill, Okla., and 
Fort Bliss, Tex. Due to the lateness of 
the decision in making this major change 
in the air defense program, the Army 
was unable to accurately formulate its 
training requirements and future work· 
load at these two facilities. Accordingly, 
the committee has deleted the request 
for certain missile handling facilities at 
Fort Sill and has reduced the request 
at Fort Bliss. These requests have been 
deleted without prejudice. The commit
tee report directs that the Army make 
a detailed study of the training require
ments in the missile field and assure the 
maximum utilization and coordination 
of facilities existing and programed at 
Fort Bliss and Fort Sill. 

HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION 

The committee has eliminated all of 
the funds requested for new hospitals 
except at two locations. I realize that 
is not a popular thing to do, but unless 
something is done to hold down these 
costs they are going to become prohibi· 
tive. The Armed Services Committees 
of the House and Senate are to be com· 
mended for their actions in reducing 
some of these authorizations, but the 
costs are still astronomically high and 
the reductions they made did not affect 
all of the hospitals in the funding pro· 
gram. 

Let me give you several typical ex· 
amples of this program. Last year the 
committee denied funds for a 100-bed 
hospital at Carlisle Barracks. This year 
the project was resubmitted as a 50-bed 
hospital, both requests supposedly based 
on valid requirements. Now we find 
that the requirement will probably be 
reduced again and that the need can be 
met with the use of existing facilities or 
a small infirmary. If Congress had not 
denied those funds last year, you may 
be assured that a white elephant similar 
to the one existing now in France would 
be under construction at Carlisle. 

Civilian hospitals being constructed 
under the Hill-Burton Act show an av· 
erage cost of approximately $19,500 per 
bed and a cost per square foot ranging 
from $14.53 to $34.37. 

Recent construction costs of Veterans' 
Administration hospitals have ranged 
from $16,900 per bed to $21,700 and costs 
per square foot from $20.92 to $28. 

In contrast, military hospital costs, 
even under the revised authorizations, 
range from $22,000 to $53,000 per bed 
and from $31.03 to $43.40 per square 
foot. 

While these costs are not completely 
comparable they do serve to point up the 
wide disparity in cost between military 
and other types of hospital construction. 

At 7 of the 10 hospital locations 
involved, there are existing hospital fa .. 
cilities in use which are providing ade· 
quate medical treatment. As a matter 
of fact, several of them will be. retained 
by the services to meet hospital mobiliza .. 
tion requirements. At the other loca
tions, two of the facilities are being 
served by a combination of existing gov· 
ernmental and private hospitals, and the 
third is a new station which will not be
come operational for quite some time. 

In other words, as a result of the com
mittee action, no one will be denied hos .. 
pital treatment or medical attention, but 
a thorough review can be made of the 
entire program and the costs brought 
into line with reasonable construction 
practices. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 
Mr. SIKES. I think it would be well 

to emphasize, Mr. Chairman, the fact 
that two hospitals for which funds were 
allowed are in an entirely different cate
gory than those which were deleted, in 
that they represent conversion of exist
ing facilities. I think it is important · 
that we point up that fact and also sup
plement what the chairman of the com
mittee has said. 

The reasons for deleting these hospi
tals do not arise from any disposition on 
the part of the committee to deny hos· 
pital availability to any serviceman or 
his dependents. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The gentleman is 
quite right and I thank him very much 
for his contribution and his explanation. 

We as the members of your subcom
mittee have no desire at any time to im
pair the medical requirements of the 
military services, but we also fully real
ize that we also have an obligation to the 
taxpayers of this country and to the 
Members of this House. 

That is, to scrutinize these practices, 
then apply the best judgment we can. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

The committee has approved $241,-
564,100 for the regular construction pro
gram of the Department of the Army. 
These funds when added to unexpended 
balances from prior years will make 
$570.5 million available for expenditure. 
A large portion of the funds approved 
for the Army are in support of surface· 
to-air guided missiles. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

The amount of $180,048,000 is ap
proved for the Navy, which when added 
to carryover funds will make $635 mil· 
lion available for expenditure in fiscal 
year 1960. 

Typical of the projects approved for 
the Navy are those in support of the 
Polaris ballistic missile and antisub
marine warfare programs. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

For the Air Force the committee has 
approved $756,616,000. This amount 
when added to the carryover funds pres; 
ently available will provide $2.3 billion. 
for expenditure by the Air Force pro· 
gram in fiscal year 1960. By far the 
largest part of the Air Force appropria
tions are in support of the ballistic 
missile program. Funds are included, 
however, for continued support of SAC 
dispersal and alert capabilities, strategic 
and defense missiles, and essential sup
port facilities for other operational 
missions. 

In total, the bill as approved by the 
committee, when coupled with existing 
unexpended balances, will make avail
able over $3.5 billion. 

The question will be raised as always 
as to whether in making this reduction, 
we are crippling the national defense. I 
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can think of no better way to answer that 
question than to meet it head on. If, 
in deleting funds for family housing and 
commissaries in troubled areas of the 
Middle East where dependents certainly 
have no business at this time, $43,000 air
conditioned homes in Hawaii, if in -in
sisting on maximum utilization of for
eign currencies available to this country 
instead of American dollars, if insisting 
that the Defense Department make the 
maximum use of existing facilities in
stead of buying more land and building 
more permanent structures based on 
questionable operational requirements, if 
doing these things cripples the defense 
effort of the country then perhaps we 
have, but those of us who have partici
pated in the hearings and writing of this 
bill do not believe that there is a single 
dollar which has been denied that will 
in any way, shape, or form retard or 
damage our defense effort. Rather, this 
action will cause the Department of De
fense to give more realistic consideration 
to the construction program, insisting on 
coordinated plans and adequate reviews, 
instead of blindly requesting funds for 
more and more facilities, more and more 
lands based on making certain that each 
of the military services get a slice of 
the construction pie. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a good bill. 
It is based on long hours of searching, 
exhaustive hearings, and careful and de
tailed committee markup sessions. It 
will not satisfy every military service, nor 
will it satisfy every person in this House, 
but it is a solid bill. I recommend it to 
you and urge its passage, with the prom
ise that if it and the accompanying re
port are properly implemented by the 
Department of Defense as directea, 
money will be saved, excess facilities will 
be used, instead of allowed to stand idle 
while new ones are built, a realistic con
struction program will be formulated 
and the national defense effort of this 
country will be strengthened. 

.Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the gen
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. I would like to ask the 
gentleman from California if it is his 
purpose to discuss the construction pro
gram for National Guard Armories? 

Mr. SHEPPARD . . Not any furtber 
than the gentleman has . discussed it at 
the moment. · · 

Mr. BAILEY. May I say to the gen
tleman, he will recall I appeared before 
the committee in support of some armory 
installations in the State of West Vir
ginia. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is correct. 
Mr. BAILEY. There were a .number 

of other people who appeared and asked 
for consideration. The reason I did this, 
I might explain to the gentleman from 
California, was due to the fact that these 
projects were authorized some years ago. 
In the appropriation of $33 million in 
last year's budget, $13 million was frozen 
by the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Wil
son, just before he left office. It was 
necessary last year to get a waiver 
through the Armed Services Committee 

to have some of that money unfrozen 
and proceed with two armory buildings 
in West Virginia. 

There are still five buildings in the 
State authorized, and Federal money 
was not available for matching the 
State's money. The State has its funds 
ready to proceed with these buildings. I 
notice in your bill here that you make 
provision for one of the five, and that is 
at the city of Keyser. There are four 
others there in exactly the same situa
tion. Was the committee trying to ap
portion what money they could spare for 
this facility and to pass it around, to give 
them a part of the program that they 
were asking for? Just what was the 
reason that you picked up one of those 
and dropped the other four? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The committee in 
its consideration of the estimates, for 
armories, whether Reserve or National 
Guard, scrutinized them on the premise 
on which they were presented on priority 
procedure. The gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. SIKES] handled that portion, 
and perhaps he can explain in more 
detail in order to answer the gentleman. 

Mr. BAILEY. I may say to the gen
tleman that perhaps I was not as force
ful as I should have been in my pre
sentation. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. May I say to the 
gentleman that there was no question 
about the forceful manner in which he 
presented the requirements. This is 
purely a matter of mechanics and avail
able funds to accomplish the purpose the 
gentleman addressed himself to at the 
time he appeared before the committee. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. Of course, the gentle
man did make a very forceful presenta
tion, as he always does. And, let me 
say that I am also deeply impressed by 
the logic of my friend from West Vir
ginia. But, we did allow all of the 
money requested in the budget for 
armories. Of course, this money has to 
be spread thin, and we simply followed 
the recommendations of the Department 
of the Army in selecting the armory 
which was to be built in the gentleman's 
State. It is just as simple as that. 

Mr; BAILEY. I am perfectly wil1ing 
to accept the gentleman's explanation, 
but I was wondering why you would pick 
up one of these five that was not covered 
in the budget and dropped the other 
four. The Keyser installation was not 
included in the budget proposal. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 
Mr. SIKES. Let me say to the gentle

man that it was included in a budget 
submission received by the committee 
from the Department of Defense before 
the committee marked up the bill. I 
think the gentleman is referring to an 
earlier Situation when it was not covered. 
But, we did receive a communication 
from the Department listing this as one 
that they thought should be built. 

Mr. SHEPPARD . . That is. correct. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? -

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. I do not rise to criticize 
but to praise the gentleman from Cali
fornia and commend him for the excel
lent bill that his subcommittee has 
brought forward. This is the last, I be
lieve, of some 17 appropriation bills from 
the Committee on Appropriations. The 
distinguished gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. SHEPPARD], senior member of 
the committee, is a hard-working mem
ber and has put forth great effort to 
bring about a very constructive and 
worthwhile bill. He and the members 
of this committee deserve the praise and 
the thanks and the appreciation of the 
Congress for the diligent work they have 
put in on this bill, and I . want to com
mend him. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. May I say on behalf 
of my subcommittee, we are most appre
ciative for those kind words. We tried 
to bring in as good a bill as possible 
under the limitations with which we had 
to work. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I will be delighted 
to. _ 

Mr. BAILEY. I was wrong in my com
ment that this project in particular had 
not been presented to the committee. It 
was a subsequent presentation over and 
beyond and a considerable time after 
they had made th~ir first presentation. 
I was not aware that any reference from 
the budget office had come to the com
mittee. So, let me say that I regret 
very much if I caused that inference to 
be drawn by members of the committee. 
I compliment them on doing the best 
job they coUld with the money avail-
able. . 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I thank the gen
tleman very much, and I assure you we 
did the very best we could under the 
circumstances. 

Mr. COHELAN. _Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. COHELAN. I am wondering if 
my distinguished senior colleague from 
California would be kind enough to en
lighten me on what happened to a fleet 
base facility item in the military con
struction bill which called for the de
velopment of a sewage treatment plant 
at Treasure Island Naval Base, in San 
Francisco Bay. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That was not a 
budgeted item. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and fourteen Members are present, a 
quorum. 

The gentleman from California has 
the floor. · 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman from California will yield fur
ther, I am of course distressed to learn 
that this very important facility at 
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Treasure Island, which involves a rela
tively small amount of money, $701;000, 
has not been funded this year. I am 
wondering if the gentleman can give me 
some encouragement about when this 
very vital project will be funded. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Responding to the 
gentleman, the only encouragement I 
can give him is the fact that the Navy 
has advised our committee that they are 
making further studies and there is a 
possibility that it will be in next year's 
budget. Of course, there is no firm com
mitment from the Navy at this time, but 
ram under the impression that it will be 
in the budget. However, I cannot assure 
the gentleman of that. 

Mr. COHELAN. Is the gentleman 
aware that this matter has been pending 
since October 21, 1954? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Yes. 
Mr. COHELAN. The California Re

gional Water Pollution Control Board 
adopted a resolution as early as 1954 
which stated that a condition of pollu
tion and nuisance existed as a result of 
untreated sewage being discharg-ed into 
San Francisco Bay from the shore facil
ities of this particular base. I am 
hoping that this matter will receive the 
very serious consideration of the Navy 
and will be included in next year's 
budget. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I can assure the 
gentleman that the chairman of this 
subcommittee is personally conversant 
with the issue. A very bad condition of 
contamination exists and personally I 
am very sympathetic to its correction. 
But under the circumstances under 
which we operate, this item has to take 
its place in the scheme of things and 
will have to come up as a budgeted item. 

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr. 
Chairman, would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to join my colleague 
from Alameda County, Calif., in express
ing regret that this item is not in the 
budget. We hear a lot about pollution. 
One of the units on San Francisco Bay 
that is not under pollution control is the 
one of which he speaks. I assure the 
g-entleman that we are going to try to 
make a fight for this in the next session 
to see why it is not taken care of. The 
Government cannot preach pollution 
control to the States and encourage it 
and then allow its own facilities to vio
late the very standards it holds up to 
the rest of the country. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I think the gentle
man's comments are to the point. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. BALDWIN. I should like to join 
my two colleagues from California in 
their comments on this item. There 
has been a concerted effort over a pe
riod of years to try to restore the purity 
of the water of San Francisco Bay 
which has been in a very sad· condition 
for the last iO or 20 years. We all agree 
that this project is one of the steps 

urgently needed to be taken to restore 
that purity. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I can assure the 
gentleman that the chairman is equally 
interested in the project and, of course, 
with a project of this character, at the 
time it comes into the budget, we will be 
most pleased to give it earnest considera
tion. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
make some comment and an inquiry. 
Those of us up in Minnesota cannot keep 
up with changes in Air Force policies 
and programs. I am referring to the 
latest move of the Air Force in connec
tion with the Bomarc projects. Two 
years ago the Air Force, in my State and 
in my district, proposed an auxiliary air
field to take care of National Guard and 
Naval Reserve flying units. A year later 
they canceled those auxiliary airbases, 
and told us, up in the northern fringe 
of the United States, that they felt 
there was more value connected with 
the installation of Nike's and Bomarc's, 
and so a Bomarc station was authorized 
for the city of Duluth on the Great 
Lakes. Construction took place. I see 
there is money in this bill for the Duluth 
project or airbase with the so-called 
Bomarc installation. Now on Friday I 
learned that the Air Force has now re
vised its plans and has made a cutback 
in the funds provided for the Duluth 
Bomarc base with the intention of trying 
to work out. plans to move up into Can
ada. What is happening with Duluth in 
connection with the Bomarc installation 
has been going on across the United 
States, including Grand Forks, Great 
Falls, and clear over to Seattle. 
· I presume all of those will be af

fected by cutbacks in the Bomarc pro
gram, and what I am inquiring about is 
whether your committee has any infor
mation on that program. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The committee has 
made no reduction on that issue. This 
subject matter is under study by the 
military and the Defense Department for 
finalization and presentation in due 
time. But, so far as your committee is 
concerned, we made no cutback in the 
field to which the gentlemen refers. 
· Mr. WIER. I have received word that 

Duluth has been notified that their funds 
are to be held, for the present at least. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Until a decision is 
made. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 
Mr. LAIRD. In regard to the gentle· 

man's query about the Bomarc base in 
Duluth, I think it is clear there have 
been no funds withheld in this bill as 
far as Duluth is concerned. But there 
is a possibility because of negotiations, 
which are presently going on with the 
Canadians, that there may be some 
change, but the funds as originally re
quested ·for the Bomarc base are pro
vided in this bill. If negotiations with 
the Canadians develop, there is a possi-

bility that this fund may be used a little 
farther to the north, and I plan to get 
into that general discussion in remarks 
I will make in a few minutes. 

Mr. WIER. I am glad to hear that, 
because the funds, as you say, are pro
vided to the extent of $1,124,000. But, 
in the meantime, since your committee 
has made that allocation, the Duluth 
Airbase has been notified that there will 
be a ceasing of operations. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 
Mr. JONAS. The discussion of this 

is on page 6 of the report. I assume 
the gentleman has read that. 

Mr. WIER. That is just what aroused 
me. 

Mr. JONAS. It is the feeling of the 
committee that these funds should not 
be allocated until this decision has been 
made. . 

Mr. WIER. I am just trying to get 
what information I can on the basis of 
the information I got from Duluth. I 
thank the gentlemen. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. SHEPPARD] has 
consumed 30 minutes. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Wis- · 
consin [Mr. LAIRDl. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, before we 
go into the general discussion of the 
various items covered in the military 
construction appropriation bill for the 
fiscal year 1960, I would like to take some 
time to comment on the overall defense 
policies of this country, particularly as 
they apply to the work of the House 
Appropriations Committee. I have been 
in the unusual position of being the only 
member of my party who has had the 
opportunity to serve on both the Defense _ 
Appropriations Subcommittee and the 
Military Construction Subcommittee. 
By serving on both of these committees, 
I have had an opportunity to become 
most familiar with the activities of the 
Defense Department. This Department 
spends well over 50 percent of our 
budget, and the ·responsibilities involved 
in this committee work are indeed great. 
Since early December I have spent some 
5 to 6 hours each day on the operation
of this Department. I have enjoyed my 
associations with the members of the 
Defense Subcommittee and the Military 
Construction Subcommittee on both 
sides of the aisle. They are dedicated 
men, dealing with a very difficult prob
lem. Our hearings are all in executive 
session and, for that reason, are not sub
ject to recognition by a vast majority of 
our citizens. Today, I would like to dis
cuss with the House a few of the prob
lems which have been brought very vivid
ly to us in the hearings and studies that 
we have conducted this year. 

INTERSERVICE RIVALRIES 

· The malignant effects of interservice 
rivalry are nowhere more clearly ap
parent than in the divided military ad
vice given the Secretary of Defense and 
in the duplication and waste resulting 
from competing and overlapping weap· · 
ons systems. 
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Look, for example, at these expressions 
of different views on major military and 
strategic thinking: 

SOME OFFICIALS SAY 

Concentrate SAC in 
United States and 
deploy and harden 
bases. 

All-out nuclear war 
is it. 

Minimize 1 i m i t e d 
war capability. 

Programs are in bal
ance. 

Fixed bases. 
High level blanket 

bombing. 
Kill masses of peo

ple. 
Live with fallout in 

United States. 
Big- continental de

fense. 
Manned bombers. 

OTHER OFFICIALS SAY 

Move targets from 
CONUS to sea, is· 
lands, and Arctic. 

Limited war is it. 

Maximize same. 

Out of balance. 

Mobile bases. 
Pinpoint t a r g e t 

bombing. 
Save people; kill tar· 

gets. 
Avoid fallout. 

Small continental 
defense. 

Missiles from mobile 
bases. 

We have had senior service representa
tives testify that the budget totals were 
adequate but that funds for their own 
service were all out of line. We have 
had representatives of some services tes
tify that we have a gross overkill capacity 
at a time when representatives of an
other service were arguing for still more 
funds for strategic attack, We have one 
service sponsoring large aircraft pro
curement programs a~d another saying 
we are not getting out of manned aircraft 
fast enough. We have one service fa
voring one type of antiaircraft missile, 
another service favoring a second type, 
and the third suggesting that neither is 
particularly effective. Even as to our 
joint :strategic objectives plan, we have 
been told that the Secretary of Defense 
was placed in the unhappy position of 
having his principal military experts dif
fer as to the kind and quantity of forces 
necessary to support the very strategic 
concept to which all had agreed. We 
have been told, furthermore, that major 
components of the 1960 service budgets
a $260 million carrier for the Navy, the 
augmentation of the B-52 program, or, 
indeed, the size of the Army-had never 
even been considered by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

In other words, we appear to have per
mitted ourselves to drift into a situation 
under which the military services, fear
ing a negative majority, may avoid hav
ing major proposals studied by the Joint 
Chiefs, or under which, if proposals are 
submitted, the result is either logrolling 
or development of split papers which 
merely set forth the contending views of 
the several services. 

The Secretary of Defense, then, finds 
himself in the role of judge over philo
s_ophical differences among the three 
Departments and services, referee over 
divergent views on weapons systems, and 
arbitrator over split views on the divi
sion of the 'budget. With this kind of 
parochial opinion coming from his aq
visers-when indeed he receives any ad
vice at all-how can a Secretary of De
fense do anything but come up with a 
compromise? How can he properly ex
ercise his power of decision in the face 
of divided military councils? How can 
he really determine what is truly suffi
cient-how much is enough for the atom-

ic retaliatory force, for air defense, for 
limited warfare forces, for strategic air
lift and sealift, for Reserve-type forces
for all of these functional categories to 
which several services jointly contribute? 
Equally as important, what has been the 
effect on the public purse of a system 
under which, in default of agreed mili
tary advice, services proceed unilaterally 
or competing services proceed with du
plicating systems? 

In the past few years, for example, 
perhaps $2 billion have been spent on 
the Bomarc antiaircraft missile and 
another $2 billion or so on the com
peting Nike-Hercules systems. It is now 
proposed to spend more on each, even 
though we are told our potential enemies 
have switched their emphasis from 
planes to missiles, and it is apparent that 
neither weapon can contend with the 
growing threat of missiles . 

Other huge sums have been spent by 
the Army and Air Force on developing 
the rival intermediate range ballistic 
missiles Jupiter and Thor. Undoubt
edly, a billion dollars could have been 
saved had a choice been made between 
the two. 

Lack of firm military advice leads us 
to continue with the competing long
range weapons systems-Atlas and Ti
tari-again with duplicating costs of well 
over a billion dollars for each system
and at a time when the next generation 
of such missiles is already in sight. 

Examples of duplication and waste of 
money in supply, training, and adminis
tration, resulting from departmental 
rivalries, are legion. In this category we 
find: 

First. Marginal and nonessential in
stallations and activities which, in most 
cases, remain in the program for an out
moded mobilization plan of the World 
War II type. The cost of keeping these 
in operation can run into the millions of 
dollars. But each Department insists on 
keeping its own stations open. 

Second. In the supply activities there 
still remain three different systems for 
the three services. Though some steps 
have been taken to correct this defi
ciency, much remains to be done, includ
ing substantially greater attention to the 
transfer of existing assets between serv
ices. These unnecessary costs, coupled 
with limited progress in standardization, 
can be measured in the hundreds of mil
lions of dollars. Yet, service rivalry and 
bickering slow down progress in elim
inating this waste. 

Third. Communications networks of 
all the -services are separately main
tained and operated, and all are proceed
ing with expensive development and 
procurement programs. One master 
system, or at least one coordinated sys
tem, serving the needs of the Field Com
manders and the Departments would 
save the taxpayers hundreds of millions 
of dollars. Yet every move for more effi
cient management has been blocked. 

Fourth. In the field of intelligence 
there is a terrific amount-of duplication. 
The separate intelligence org;:tnizations, 
if truly organized into one master com
plex, would save- co'tPltless millions of 
dollars. Here again the services resist 
changing the systems. 

Fifth. Separate jet trainers a.re used 
by the Navy and the Air Force. Adop
tion of a common plane would, undoubt
edly, save millions of dollars. 

Sixth. Mobilization reserves are main
tained and replenished by the separate 
services in quantities which bear no re
lationship to a modern realistic mobil
ization plan. Retention of reserve indus
trial plants falls in the same category. 
Unnecessary costs amount to tens of mil
lions of dollars annually. 

In summary, it appears indisputable 
that: 

First. As a result of interdepartmen
tal rivalries, the Secretary of Defense is 
receiving conflicting advice from the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, which results in 
perpetuating and initiating duplicating 
and even conflicting weapons systems; 

Second. In view of the failure of the 
Joint Chiefs to review the major service 
weapons systems, the servi-ces themselves 
are unilaterally carrying out programs 
which duplicate and conflict with those 
of other services; 

Third. As a result, the costs of our 
Defense Establishment over a period -of 
years are, undoubtedly, billions of dollars 
higher than they need be. If these riv
alries could be tempered, we could either 
have a greater c;l~gree of defense for what 
we are now paying, or the same ~egree 
for a substantially lesser sum of money. 

:MOBILITY OF MISSILES 

I have repeatedly suggested that our 
intercontinental ballistic missiles should 
be deployed outside of the heavily popu
lated areas within the continental lim
its of the United States to other areas 
under the control of our country. The 
difficulties involved in this course of ac
tion would be minor compared to the 
advantages which could be derived from 
such a more extensive deployment. The 
Department of Defense should imme
diately give consideration and arrive at 
a decision on this matter. By deploying 
these big missiles within the borders of 
the 48 States, we automatically concen
trate enemy fire on our most populated 
areas. As others have pointed out, hard
ening these missile sites simply means 
that an enemy would have to attack with 
even greater weight in order to destroy 
them. Inevitably, much of the area sur
rounding these missile sites woud also be 
destroyed. 

This characteristic of drawing away 
enemy fire from our shores is one of the 
unique advantages of the Polaris sys
tem . . It is probably too late now to de
ploy the Atlas and Titan outside of the 
48 States, but it is not too .late to plan 
for the deployment of the solid fuel 
Minuteman in this manner, as well as 
the modified Jupiter. Because the Min
uteman promises to be and the modified 
Jupiter is a less complicated missile, they 
would be the logical missiles to deploy 
outside the 48 States. Again let me say 
that I recognize the additional complica
tions involved in such a deployment, such 
as local defense of the missile sites, com
munications, ships, troop facilities, and 
so forth. But the benefits to be gained, 
it seems to me, far outweigh any costs 
~hich might ,be generated thereby. As 
a matter of fact, under present military 
construction cost estimates for border 
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bases in the United States, it is possible 
to save large· sums of money. · · 

. AIR ·DEFENSE 

Members· of the Appropriations Com
mittee did not look with favor upQn the 
1960 Air Defense budget presentation of 
the Department of Defense. Our Com
mittee rejected the Defense Depart
ment's original plan of funding both 
Bomarc and Nike-Hercules for complete 
coverage of the United States at a total 
projected cost of well over $8 billion. 
The new proposal which we have ap
proved by funding in the 1960 budget is 
a compromise r·esulting from our com
mittee's insistence that the Department 
of Defense keep its "feet to the fire" and 
come up with .a less costly plan to meet 
the diminishing threat of manned air
craft. I have been asked to explain this 
revised plan to the House today. 
. Mr. Chairman, I think we can all 

agree· that the real defense of this Na
tion, and indeed the entire free world, 
rests on our ability to str.ike a decisive 
retaliatory blow if we should be attacked. 
This, of course, is our longstanding pol
icy of deterrence. But if war should 
nevertheless come, we must have some
tping more than just the ability to strike 
back with devastating force. We must, 
within the limits · of technical feasibility 
and the resources available, provide for 
the protection of our retaliatory forces 
and at least a reasonable degree of de
fense for our population and production 
centers. 

I believe we all recognize that the new 
air defense plan is . no panacea. It will 
not, in itself, solve the virtually in
soluble problem of defense in the missile 
age. But it does, in my judgment, pro
vide a reasonable balance between de
fense and ·offense. The funds allocated 
for defense against manned bombers in 
the 1960 budget now amount to less 
than 10 percent of the total, and less 
than half the amount allocated to the 
support of the Strategic Air Command 
alone. 

NEW Am DEFENSE PLAN 

· Mr. Chairman, I realize that this body 
has devoted a great deal of time and at
tention to the air defense problem, par
ticularly in connection with the debates 
on the Department of Defense appropria
tion bill for fiscal year 1960. However, at 
the time of the debate we did not have 
available the new air defense plan which 
was only recently completed by the De
fense Department. 

You will recall, that in ·the absence of 
firm decisions on some of the major air 
defense weapons systems, the Depart
ment of Defense appropriation bill re
ported by the Committee on Appropria
tions effected a sizable reduction of 
$162,700,000 in the President's budget 
request for ·the Air Force Bomarc anti
aircraft missile. The committee report 
accompanying the bill clearly stated that 
this action was ''a further effort to focus 
attention upon the necessity for an early 
decision on the air defense missile con
troversy." The report further stated 
that "the committee would be willing to 
appropriate· the full budget estimate and 
more if it had full confidence in the 
Bomarc missile-if it had the assurance 
that the ·system would actually work." 

The report went on to state that "before 
further commitments and expenditures 
pile up, a new hard look should be given 
to the proposed Bomarc and the whole 
air defense problem." 

In my judgment the new air defense 
plan proposed by the Defense Depart
ment fully satisfies these requirements 
of the committee and did merit the full 
support of the House. 

The air defense problem has in the 
last year become so enmeshed in con
troversy that I believe some of the fun
damental considerations involved in this 
program have become completely ob
scured. It may be useful, therefore, to 
summarize in broad outline the main 
features of the new air defense plan and 
the principles upon which it was based. 

First, I think it is important that it be 
clearly understood that the new plan 
does not change the basic concept for 
the air defense of the North American 
Continent, nor does it make an exclu
sive choice between the Nike-Hercules 
and the Bomarc. This was, as far as I 
know, never the intention of the Defense 
Department. Secretary of Defense Mc
Elroy has stated on numerous occasions 
that the problem was not one of elimi
nating one or the other of the two sys
tems but, rather, one of properly mesh
ing them together so as to minimize 
overlapping coverage in any one area. 
He never said that there would not be a 
place for both the Nike-Hercules and the 
Bomarc in the air defense system. This 
is entirely logical since neither of these 
weapons systems fully meets all the re
quirements by itself; each has its 
strengths and each has its weaknesses. 
By using them in proper combination, it 
is possible to capitalize on their strong 
points and overcome in large measure 
their individual shortcomings. I will 
discuss this aspect of the problem a little 
later. 

AIR DEFENSE FOR NORTH AMERICA 

The present plan for the active de
fense of the North American Continent 
against attack by manned bombers or 
aerodynamic missiles still rests on these 
basic principles: 

First. That the air defense of the 
North American Continent is the joint 
responsibility of the United States and 
Canada. 

Second. That attacking aircraft 
should be engaged as far out from the 
population and industrial centers of the 
United States and Canada as feasible. 

Third. That enemy aircraft should be 
kept under continuous attack if they 
succeed in penetrating the outermost 
zone of defense. 

Fourth. That the weight of our air 
defenses should be concentrated across 
the most probable routes of attack and 
in the most vulnerable target areas. 

THREE ZONES OF Am DEFENSE 

To carry out these principles current 
planning provides for three zones of ac
tive air defense and a farfiung warning 
system extending from Midway Island 
in the Pacific up· around the far north
ern boundaries of the North American 
Continent and down across the Atlantic 
approaches. As the air battle is pres
ently visualized, the first attempt to de
stroy or turn back invading aircraft 

would be made in the outer zone by 
manned interceptors. If the enemy air
craft should succeed in passing through 
this zone of defense, they would then be 
engaged in the intermediate zone by 
other manned interceptors and, when 
available, by the Bomarc surface-to-air 
missile which in its new version-the 
Bomarc-B-will have a range of 300 to 
400 miles. The Bomarc would be de
ployed only around the periphery of the 
United States and as far north in Can
ada as possible. It would be integrated 
with the SAGE system which directs 
both the Bomarc and the manned inter
ceptors to the enemy aircraft. 

If the attacking aircraft should suc
ceed in penetrating to the inner zone of 
defense, they would then be engaged bY 
the Nike-Hercules and the Nike-Ajax 
batteries which are so deployed as to pro
vide close-in protection for population 
and industrial centers and other high 
priority targets. 

The new plan, of course, is based on 
the assumption that the manned bomber 
threat will be with us for some time to 
come. This assumption is entirely rea
sonable inasmuch as our military leaders 
still consider the manned bomber to be
both for ourselves and a potential en
emy-the principal means of delivering 
large nuclear warheads in the volume 
and with the accuracy needed to strike 
a decisive blow. Consistent with this 
assumption, the President's 1960 budget 
included funds for ·additional B-52 heavy 
jet bombers and B-58 supersonic medium 
jet bombers, and for the continued devel
opment of the B-70, a new supersonic 
long-range jet bomber. 

While the Soviet manned bomber force 
will not increase quantitatively to any 
substantial degree, it will remain, for 
several years ahead, a dangerous threat. 
The details of this threat were given to 
the Defense Subcommittee by General 
Twining, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, in a classified presentation. 

Furthermore, if the Soviet manned 
bomber force were to be modernized by 
the introduction of a supersonic model 
aircraft similar to our own B-58 or pro
posed B-70, our conventional air defense 
program would take on renewed impor
tance. 

The new air defense plan, however, 
does recognize that the intercontinental 
ballistic missile and submarine-launched 
missile threat will be increasing and may 
or will ultimately become the principal 
threat. The new plan, therefore, pro
vides for a further acceleration of the 
antimissile defense effort to the maxi
mum extent justified by the present state 
of our knowledge. An additional $137 
million will be applied in fiscal year 1960 
to the development of the machinery and 
processes that would be required for the 
large scale production of materials and 
components for the Nike-Zeus anti-mis
sile missile, if and when the decision is 
made to go into production on this weap .. 
on system. 

This $137 million is over and above the 
$300 million included in the President's 
1960 budget for the Nike-Zeus and al
ready voted by the House. The addi
tional funds are to be derived ·partly 
from the $200 million of additional funds 
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recommended by the Appropriations 
Committee and approved by the House 
for Nike-Zeus and/or Army moderniza
tion, and partly from savings effected 
through the reduction of the previously 
planned Nike-Hercules program. 

While almost three-quarters of a bil
lion dollars will have been invested in the 
Nike-Zeus program through fiscal year 
1960, this represents but a very small 
part of what the total cost for this sys
tJm may reach. Estimates have been 
made that a minimum total cost of $10 
billion could be expected for a reason
able, effective Nike-Zeus missile defense 
system. It is in the light of this tre
mendous outlay to which we would be 
committing ourselves, as well as the un
pre-:edented technical problems, that the 
dimcult decision of when to go into 
actual production on the Nike-Zeus must 
be made. 

BALLISTIC MISSILE EARLY WARNING SYSTEM 

At the same time, the new plan con
tinues the major emphasis being given to 
the construction of the new ballistic mis
sile early warning system. Including 
the amount contained in the Depart
ment of Defense appropriation bill for 
1960 as passed by the House, a total of 
more than three-quarters of a billion 
dollars has been earmarked for this pur
pose. 

The Ballistic Missile Early Warning 
System-BMEWS-is intended to pro
vide that critical margin of warning 
against ballistic missile attack which 
would enable our strategic forces to get 
off on their retaliatory mission. Work 
has already started at the two most im
portant sites of the three that ultimately 
will be needed. At each of these loca
tions huge radars, large as a football 
field, will be able to "see" for more than a 
thousand miles and to detect enemy 
missiles early in their flight. Auto
matically, the warning and approximate 
trajectory information will be flashed 
back over long lines of communication to 
the retaliatory forces, the active defenses 
such as Nike-Zeus, and our population 
centers; thus providing us with the pre
cious minutes of warning so necessary 
for our survival and effective retaliation. 

While the new plan provides for a fur
ther increase in the antimissile defense 
effort, it also provides for a gradual 
reduction in the air defense effort 
against manned bombers. The num
ber of manned interceptor squadrons will 
be steadily reduced over the next few 
years and a significant reduction in the 
previously planned number of Nike
Hercules battalions and Bomarc squad
rons has also been made. 

As I mentioned earlier, the reduction 
in the ultimate number of Nike-Hercules 
and Bomarc units is made possible in 
the new plan chiefly by minimizing the 
overlapping coverage of the two air de
fense weapons systems. In general, the 
Bomarc will be deployed along the east 
and west coasts of the United States, 
along our northern border, and into 
Canada. Units in Canada will be oper
ated and manned by Canadians. De
ployment of the Nike-Hercules will be 
further extended, in a limited way into 
the interior of the country for point de
fense of key targets. The new plan, how-

. . ' 

ever, calls for considerably fewer Nike
Hercules sites than originally planned 
for less exposed targets in the central 
portion of the United States. 

In keeping with these changes in weap
on programs, the new plan also makes 
certain changes in the aircraft warning 
and control network. There will be some 
reduction in the number of SAGE centers 
originally planned in the central and 
south-central part of the country, but 
the super SAGE combat center program 
will go forward. Most of the latter are 
to be hardened SAGE complexes. 

Similarly. there will be a reduction in 
the planned number of prime radars to 
be constructed in the less vulnerable part 
of the country, but the number of gap 
filler radars in the northern section of 
the United States and Canada will be in
creased to provide better low altitude 
coverage necessary for the Bomarc. In 
order to provide for the overwater direc
tion and control of the Bomarcs, de
ployed along the east and west coasts of 
the United States, improvements will be 
made in the airborne early warning air
craft assigned to offshore patrol. Prime 
radar coverage in critical areas will be 
improved by the installation of the new 
frequency diversity radars. 

These radars not only have improved 
performance but they are are also con
siderably less subject to enemy elec
tronic countermeasures techniques. 

The new plan did not make any 
changes in the F-108 program. This is 
the new long-range, mach 3, manned in
terceptor system now under develop
ment. The Secretary of Defense has in
dicated that this particular weapons sys
tem will be kept under continuous study 
in light of the changing· nature of the 
threat. It will be an extremely costly 
system and, according to the Secretary 
of Defense, might cost $5 to $8 billion 
even for the relatively small number of 
squadrons contemplated. It should be 
noted, however, that no funds were pro
vided for Air Force manned interceptors 
in the 1960 budget. This means that in 
a few years from now the F-108 will be 
the ohly manned interceptor available 
for production if such a weapons system 
is still deemed necessary at that time. 

In summary, the new plan reduces the 
originally planned number of Nike-Her
cules battalions by about one-fourth, and 
the number of Bomarc squadrons by 
something less than one-half the num
ber previously planned. At the same 
time the antimissile missile effort is ex
panded and significant improvements are 
projected in the ground electronics en
vironment. 

The monetary reductions resulting 
from these changes in the air defense 
plan will be quite modest in fiscal year 
1960-about sixty-odd million dollars. 
The real savings will come in future 
years. It is estimated that the new plan 
calls for about $1% billion less through 
fiscal year 1963 than the previous plan. 
Thus, it may be anticipated that funds 
devoted to defense against manned air
craft will continue to decline over the 
years. In this c·onnection, it -is worth 
noting that the 1960 budget already 
showed a marked decline in funds for 
defense against manned bombers as com
pared with 1959-almost $!-billion 1ess in 

capital _costs-research, developme~t. 
test, and evaluation; procurement; ancl 
military construction. Conversely, the 
1960 budget now contains almost 2% 
times more funds for ballistic missile de
fense than was provided for fiscal year 
1959. 

As I have already stated, no additional 
funds were requested in the 1960 budget 
for manned interceptors for the Air 
Force and the amount of funds requested 
for Nike-Hercules, Hawk, and Bomarc 
was also considerably less than the 
amount provided for fiscal year 1959. 
The new plan further reduces the 
amount of funds required for Nike
Hercules and Bomarc in the 1960 budget. 

It is fair to say that the actions taken 
by both the House and the Senate have 
speeded up these desirable trends already 
evident in the President's 1960 budget .. 

Tbe new plan should not be construed 
as the final word on air defense. I am 
sure the Defense Department ttid not in
tend it as such. This is an area of ex
tremely rapid technological change. It 
was only 5 or 6 years ago that the 90- and 
120-millimeter antiaircraft guns were the 
backbone of the Army's air defense 
forces. The buildup of the Nike-Ajax, 
this Nation's first operational surface-to
air missile, was. completed only about 2 
years ago and only within the last 12 
months has the Army acquired a sig
nificant Nike-Hercules capability. 

In the Air Force, supersonic intercep
tors became available in significan4; quan
tities only 3 or 4 years ago. Yet in fiscal 
year 1960, there will be no further pro
curement of interceptor aircraft by the 
Air Force. 

The Bomar'c A, the Air Force's 200-
mile range surface-to-air missile, will 
become operational this year, and the 
longer range version, the Bomarc B, will 
not be available in any significant num
bers for some time to come. 

Similarly, only 2 years ago, the 
distant early warning line was com
pleted. Yet today, work is already under
way on an additional system-BMEW8-
for warning against ballistic missile at
tack. 
AVAILABILITY OF NIKE-HERCULES AND BOMARC 

The different time frames within which 
these various missiles become available 
are often overlooked in the controversy 
over Nike-Hercules versus Bomarc B. 
The Nike-Hercules, as I have stated, is 
with us right now. This weapon is al
ready operational in fairly large numbers 
and additional units are in the pipeline. 
The operational availability of Bomarc B 
is off in the future. So it is incorrect to 
consider these two missiles as being 
available within the same time frame. 
For antiaircraft missile defense in the 
next year or two we must look to the 
Nike-Hercules supplemented by Bomarc 
A. Thereafter we will have available 
both Nike-Hercules and Bomarc B. By 
deploying the Bomarc B along the pe
riphery of the United States and into 
Canada, overlapping with the Nike-Her
cules can be minimized and this -is what 
the new plan proposes to do. 

But even within the same time frame 
there is still a use for both missiles. The 
Bomarc B-wm have a consioerably longer 
range than the Nike.:..Hercules arid also 
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promises ·a better low altitude capability. 
Properly deployed it can defend even 
against manned bombers carrying air
to-ground missiles, by attacking the 
manned bomber before it can release the 
missile. · The Nike-Hercules, on the 
other hand, has a capability against air
breathing missiles of the type which 
might be carried by manned bombers or 
launched by submarines. So, even in the 
time 'frame in which the Bomarc B will 
become available, the Nike-Hercules will 
be able to make a significant contribu
tion to the Nation's defenses against 
manned bomber attack. 

Although the number of our manned 
interceptor squadrons will be .gradually 
reduced over the next few years, we will 
still retain a considerable capability in 
this field even in the time frame in which 
the Bomarc B is expected to become 
available. These manned interceptors, 
together with the ground-to-air missiles 
will provide a mixture of complementary 
systems which, in combination, will give 
us a much higher degree of protection 
against attack by manned bombers than 
any one of the systems could provide 
alone. 
- This defensive complex against 

manned bomber attack must and is being 
supplemented by a system of defense 
against ballistic missile attack. I have 
already mentioned the ballistic missile 
early warning system. But work is also 
being done on· more advanced means of 
detecting a ballistic missile attack. One 
of these systems is known as Midas--a 
satellite equipped with infrared sensing 
devices. A number of such satellites 
circling the earth would be able to detect 
the great blast of heat emitted by a mis
sile when taking off. Detection of an 
enemy missile attack at the time of 
launching would roughly double the 
amount of warning ·time available from 
the BMEWS radars. With this addi
tional warning time a large part of our 
strategic retaliatory forces would ·be 
capable of getting off to deliver their 
counterblow. 

For active defense against ballistic mis
sile attack, we have under development 
only the Nike-Zeus at this time. The 
feasibility of this system has yet to be 
demonstrated. I am sure that the Mem
bers of this House are aware of the ex
tremely diffi.cult problems involved in the 
development of an effective system of 
this type. I believe the 1960 program as 
now planned goes about as far as is pru
dent in the light of our existing knowl
edge. The Congress and the people of 
this country should be aware that, even 
with an outlay of $10 billion or more for 
Nike-Zeus, there can be no assurance 
that we could escape terrible damage· in 
the event of an all-out nuclear war, once 
our principal opponent acquires a large 
stock of intercontinental ballistic mis
siles. This situation is fully recognized 
by the Defense Department and other 
approaches to this problem are being ac
tively explored. In a recent address, 
Roy W. Johnson, Director of the Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency, stated 
that the Defense Department has 'lun
dertaken niore than 50 separate pro
grams to obtain the crucial information 
necessary for design of a system which 

will meet tlie rising threat. These pro
grams seek to define this threat, to find 
improved methods for early warning, for 
identification and discrimination of the 
incoming warhead, and for kill mecha
nisms and data processing." 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAIRD. I yield to the gentleman 
form Minnesota. 

Mr. WIER. During the course of the 
discussion of the so-called missile pro
grams--

Mr. LAIRD. My discussion as far as 
mobility is concerned does not have to do 
with the Nike or Bomarc. It has to do 
with the longer range missiles. 

Mr. WIER. The question would be 
the same. At any time during the hear
ings on this change of program did the 
Air Force give any indication that the 
Bomarc system was superior or better? 

Mr. LAffiD. Yes, there was discussion 
of that. It has always been the feeling, 
I think, of the majority of the members 
of the committee, in the discussions that 
I have had, that the Bomarc missile 
would be much more effective further 
north. You are speaking of the Bomarc 
missile in your question to me, which is a 
surface-to-manned-aircraft missile. It 
is an interceptor missile. It was always 
felt that the further north we could 
move that particular concept the better 
off we would be, because it is better for us 
to intercept earlier than have Nike
Hercules or some other type of weapon 
at a later time, and it was always felt 
that if we could move this particular base 
to the north, certainly our committee 
should not stand in the way if the ca;. 
nadian Government and others enter 
into an agreement for that type of a 
missile base. 

Mr. WIER. Let me add this: During 
the last 3 years I assume that the Air 
Force has spent a lot of money in 'laying 
out and planning for this so-called aux:.. 
iliary air base in our northern tier of 
States, which they abandoned and then 
came forth with this Nike-Hercules in
stallation along the northern border. 
Now, they spent considerable money for 
the Bomarc unit, and they already have 
the Duluth base pretty well established. 

Mr. LAIRD. Well, even if Bomarc 
would not go to Duluth, the Duluth base 
would still be a fighter-interceptor base, 
and that is what it is at the present time. 

Mr. Chairman, this military construc
tion bill comes to the floor of the House 
today with the unanimous support of our 
subcommittee. I believe that this repre
sents a real effort on the part of the 
members of our committee, our subcom
mittee, and the full committee to bring 
you a bill that can receive the unanimous 
approval of this House today. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAIRD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. How much money is 
there in this bill? 

Mr. LAmD. The total appropriation 
level in the bill as reported is $1,285,-
002,700. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I think 
there ought to be more than a handful 
of Members. on the floor t_o hear debate 

on any bill costing more than a billion 
dollars, and I therefore make the point 
of order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and one are present, a quorum. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAIRD. I yield to the distin• 
guished gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. The 
military construction authorization bill 
as it was signed into law authorized 
construction of some 1,900 more Cape
hart housing units than was originally 
contemplated when the budget was sub
mitted. It is my further understanding 
that the only appropriated funds re
quired for this program are small 
amounts for utilities, streets, landscap
ing, et cetera. 

Mr. LAIRD. They are the supporting 
facilities. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. No 
additional funds are provided. In fact, 
as appears at page 23 of the committee 
report, general support for the Capehart 
housing program is-reduced from $9 mil
lion, requested in the budget, to $8 mil
lion, or a net reduction of $1 million. 

At page 8 of the committee report 
there is the following: 

The Department of Defense is directed to 
inform the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
prior to the advertisement of contracts for 
any Capehart housing. not included in the 
specific funding programs presented to the 
committees. 

As I understand, some supplementary 
material was presented to the committee 
after the initial program was presented. 
What I would like to ask the gentleman 
is, in light of these facts, is the Air Force 
expected to supply the necessary support 
for the additional units that may be pro
gramed for construction within the funds 
herein appropriated and within the 
language the committee has in its 
report? 

Mr. LAIRD. That is correct. They 
have submitted to our committee a list 
of projects which they expect to move 
forward on in the fiscal year 1960. If 
they want to go beyond that list, it is my 
understanding it will be necessary for 
them to come back to our committee for 
approval. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming, I ap
preciate the answer to that question, be
cause there are 156 units involved at 
the Warren Missile Base that are con
sidered to be critically needed. 

Mr. LAIRD. It is my understanding 
that those particular units are on the 
list that was submitted to the committee. 

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. ROBERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to say that, of course, I respect 
the work of this great committee. I rec
ognize that we cannot all be for economy 
and then just be for the kind that atiects 
us. However, I was greatly distressed 
when the committee saw fit to strike the 
funds for the Fort McClellan Hospital, 
at Fort McClellan, Ala.. This was one of 
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the projects that was authorized and ap
propriated for and was ready for the 
stage of funding when it reached the at
tention of the subcommittee. 

This facility was requested by the De
partment of the Army last year. It was 
in the budget, it was approved by the 
Congress, and I was assured as late as 
April of this year that plans were going 
along according to schedule. So I say 
it comes with a great deal of disappoint
ment that the committee has seen fit to 
take this action, especially as it is the 
only project that had reached the fund
ing stage, if I understand it correctly. 

When it reached that stage there 
ensued a hassle between the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Department of the 
Army as to whether or not this hospital 
would be constructed on the basis of 125 
beds on a 200-bed chassis or would be 
a central or block-type structure. This 
installation serves approximately 6,000 
service personnel. It is the home of the 
Chemical Corps Training Center, the 
WAC Center, and the 3460th Army Sup
port Unit, serves military personnel with 
dependents overseas, Army personnel in 
Alabama, Mississippi and Georgia. Ala
bama and Mississippi National Guards
men train there each summer. These 
people have beep hospitalized in can
tonment-type buildings consisting of well 
over 100 buildings E?Cattered over that 
installation, costing this Government 
roughly over $200,000 a year in mainte
nance and repair. These figures are 
contained in a report made by the Bu
reau of the Budget. 

I think I know a little bit about hos
pital construction because for the last 9 
years I have served on the subcommit
tees dealing with health, and I have vis
ited a good many hospitals. 

I cannot agree with the committee 
that you can spend over $200,000 a year 
on these types of buildings and make it 
a matter of economy. The funds re
quested were about $3,331,000 this year. 
It had already been cut from $3.9 mil
lion. The first sum mentioned would 
be amortized in anywhere from 10 to 
15 years. I am of the opinion that 
when you have to lay out that much 
money in buildings that are nothing in 
the world but tinder boxes which you 
cannot heat in the wintertime, and 
you cannot cool off in the suinmertime, 
that is not a very wise expenditure of 
funds. 

The committee has seen fit to disallow 
the request for all hospital construction, 
as pointed out by the distinguished 
chairman. Of course, I think the com
mittee is right in taking a look at the 
high unit cost of hospital construction. 
At the same time, I do feel that the 
committee should reconsider this mat
ter. I hope when the report from the 
other body gets back to this body, or 
to the conferees, it will be reconsidered 
on the basis that it is the poorest kind 
of economy to spend the amount of 
money you are spending where you can
not adequately service the personnel in 
that area, and cannot render proper 
medical care and protection. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield. 

Mr. SIKES. I commend my distin
quished and close friend, the gentleman 
from Alabama, on his zeal in seeking to 
secure the construction of a hospital at 
Fort McClellan. I share his disappoint
ment that this hospital is not being ap
propriated for in this bill. The gentle
man has stated that funds were included 
last year to build a hospital at Fort Mc
Clellan. The need was recognized at 
that time. But, the Army estimates of 
requirements for a hospital at Fort Mc
Clellan have varied and the committee 
is disturbed with this situation. Al
though money was appropriated last 
year, the Army did not program the con
struction of the hospital and did not al
locate the funds. Instead the Army 
came back to the Congress a second 
time, asking for a new appropriation of 
funds even though funds were available 
throughout the last fiscal year and they 
could have built the hospital last year. 
The committee, which is sympathetic 
to this problem is placed in a dimcuit 
position, for Fort McClellan appears sub
ject to the same weaknesses of program
ing and costs that have been found with 
reference to the other hospitals which 
were recommended by the services. The 
committee felt it would be in an ex
tremely awkward position if that hospi
tal were considered separately and funds 
again appropriated for construction of 
this hospital while the other nine hos
pitals were deleted. The gentleman 
knows I am sympathetic toward the need 
for a hospital at Fort McClellan. I 
think all this committee wants is to be 
sure we get the most hospital facilities 
we can for the money it is necessary to 
spend. We do not under any circum
stances want to deny anybody who needs 
hospitalization the hospital facilities 
that are needed. Of course, I cannot 
speak for the entire committee, but as 
one member of the committee, I am pre
pared to say I am ready to vote for ad
ditional hospital facilities when the 
·proper need is shown and when a proper 
program is advanced. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. GROSS]. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will 
.count. [After counting.] Sixty-eight 
Members are present, not a quorum. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Alford 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Barden 
Baring 
Barrett 
Barry 
Bates 
Bentley 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bowles 
Brewster 
Brown, Mo. 
Buckley 
Budge 
Cahlll 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carnahan 

[Roll No. 126] 
Coad Halpern 

Hargis 
Healey 
Holt 
Holtzman 
Jackson 
Judd 
Magnuson 
Martin 
Metcalf . 
Miller, N.Y. 
Minshall 
Morrison 
Multer 

Curtis, Mass. 
Daddario 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Diggs 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dulski 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Farbstein. 
Fino 
Flynn 
Gallagher 
Giaimo 
Glenn 
Granahan 
Green, Pa. 

Nix 
O'Brien, N.Y. 
O'Neill 
Oliver 

· Osmers 
Philbin 

Powell · Ta'.ber Toll 
Rostenkowski Taylor Vanik 
Smith, Miss. Teller Westland 
Spence Thompson, La. Zelenko 

Accordingly the Comp1ittee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tePl.pore [Mr. ALBERT] 
having assumed the chair, Mr. K;.rLDAY, 
Chairman of the Committee of. the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re
po.rted that that Committee, having had 
under consideration the bill H.R. 8575, 
and finding itself y.rithout a quorum, he 
had directed the roll to be called, when 
357 Members responded to their names, 
a quorum, and he submitted herewith 
the names of the absentees to pe spread 
u:Pon the Journal. . . 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GROSS]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to ask the chairman of the 
subcommittee or some member of the 
subcommittee a few questions. Is there 
any money in this bill for further con
struction of the Air Force Academy? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There is not. 
Mr. GROSS. None at all? 
Mr. SHEPPARD. None at all. 
Mr. GROSS. I asked the question be

cause I note in the hearings they are 
spending some $4,500 on drapes for the 
dining hall at the Air Force Academy. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is from last 
year's appropriation. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a parliamentary ip.quiry? 

Mr. GROSS. · I yield to the gentleman 
from Michiga~. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I just 
want to ask, Mr. Chairman, is it possible 
to have a section of the floor set apart 
for those who want to talk or otherwise 
be out of order. 

The CHAffiMAN . . The gentleman 
frm Michigan is not stating a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. In response to the 
gentleman, may I call attention to sec
tion 110 of the bill, which reads as fol
lows: 

SEC. 110. No part of the funds contained 
1n this Act shall be used to incur obligations 
for the planning, design, or construction of 
facilities for an Air Force Academy the total 
cost of which will be in excess of $137,797,000. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 
California, the chairman of the subcom
mittee, specifically asked the Air Force 
last year if those overhangs on the roof 
of the dining hall at the Air ·Force 
Academy would be sumcient to obviate 
the necessity for drapes; is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. But this year we find 

that some $4,500 has been or will be ex
pended for drapes to cover the windows 
of the dining hall. . 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle

man, in view of the testimony given to 
you last .year and which was made a 
part of the record, what is proposed to 
be done about this sort of thing. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That all depends 
upon what the omce of. the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of the ·Air 
Force may do. We certainly had an un-
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derstanding between the Congress and 
the military agencies as to what the 
limitations were. The gentleman from 
Iowa knows equally as well as I do that 
those agreements were not kept. 

Mr. GROSS. But what do we do
just slap those responsible on the wrist 
and give them a little warning and send 
them on to do it all over again? Now 
this is not a large item, but here wit
nesses appeared before a committee of 
the House saying that this expensive 
roof was justified because it would keep 
the sun out of the dining room, and yet 
give a panoramic view of the mountains 
and valleys or whatever it is out there, 
I have not been there, and yet we find 
they have expended $4,500 for drapes. 
We must do better than that to impress 
upon some people their obligations to 
Congress. It seems to me somebody 
ought to be demoted; somebody ought 
to be disciplined in the military service, 
if that is where the mistake was made. 
And, if it is in the civilian branch, then 
somebody ought to be fired for that sort 
of thing. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us go to a 
larger item and I refer to a hospital in 
France. Is there any money in this bill 
for a repetition of the deal whereby a 
$5,700,000 military hospital was con
structed in France that is not being uti
lized, now growing up to weeds. What 
is the answer to that story? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Of course, what was 
the motivating factor there or what led 
to these conditions is pretty difficult to 
explain. One of the primary reasons 
why we have been so careful in this bill, 
particularly with reference to expendi
tures for hospitals is to see that we do 
not have a repetition of this French epi
sode to which the gentleman has re
ferred. 

Mr. GROSS. Who came before your 
committee and testified· that they had to 
have this hospital in the first place? I 
would like to know that. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I was not on the 
committee at that time. Perhaps some
one else can give the gentleman the in
formation relative to the particular mat
ter to which the gentleman refers. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. JONAS. The record shows that 
the committee inquired very carefully 
into this matter and let its feelings with 
respect to this hospital be known in very 
certain terms. The testimony before 
the committee indicated that this hospi
tal was programed in 1951 when it was 
contemplated that we would have 
70,000 troops and civilian personnel, in
cluding dependents, in France. This was 
one of two area hospitals programed. 
One was to be in Paris and the other was 
the hospital to which the gentleman now 
refers. Later on the hospital in Paris 
was eliminated from the program, and 
this hospital that we are talking about 
was built as a 300-bed hospital. The 
committee did not know anything about 
this hospital until the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LAmnl reported having 
inspected it on a recent trip when he was 
attending a meeting in Geneva, I be-

lieve. The committee immediately be
gan working on the matter and brought 
the people from the Department up and 
subjected them to pretty careful cross
examination. 

We were not satisfied with that ex
planation. We did not think the hos
pital should have been built under the 
circumstances under which it was built 
and we certainly do not approve leaving 
it standing idle, the grounds growing up 
in weeds. We are informed that the sit
uation has been reviewed, and it is now 
contemplated to install 150 beds in this 
hospital which was built for 300 beds. 

Mr. GROSS. No; it is a 1,000-bed 
hospital. 

Mr. JONAS. No; it is a 300-bed hos
pital. The equipment is on board and 
in hand for a thousand beds in case they 
want to expand it beyond the 300 beds 
contemplated. It was built as a 300-bed 
hospital. 

Mr. GROSS. There is, according to 
the hearings, expensive equipment stored 
in garages and various other places in 
France for this hospital, yet witnesses 
appearing before your subcommittee had 
no inventory of this equipment; they 
could not or would not state how much 
it was worth or precisely where it is 
stored. 

Mr. JONAS. I hope the gentleman 
does not think the members of our sub
committee approved that. 

Mr. GROSS. I am sure the gentle
man from North Carolina and members 
of the subcommittee did not approve, but 
what I am trying to get at is how many 
more of these $6 million mistakes can we 
tolerate. 

Mr. JONAS. The members of this 
subcommittee will not tolerate any if we 
can prevent it. 

Mr. GROSS. Here is what General 
Cullen stated before your subcommittee: 

The Air Force strength has been markedly 
reduced. 

Then he was asked to supply additional 
information and here is what he sent 
up to you by way of a statement which 
was inserted in the record: 

At the time construction contract for the 
hospital at Exreux, France, was awarded, the 
existing Air Force military strength for 
France in 1955 was 19,851. 

The existing Air Force m111 tary strength in 
France as of March 1959 was 19,766. 

Construction costs including supporting 
facilities and fixed equipment were $5,708,-
500. No cost data is available for equipment 
stored for 1,000 bed mob111zation hospital. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. JONAS. If the gentleman will 
read a little more of the testimony of 
General Cullen, he will see that he made 
the statement also that at the time this 
hospital was programed they contem
plated serving 70,000 people-military 
and civil. 

Mr. GROSS. In the light of infor
mation subsequently submitted I cannot 
see how they reduced that fast. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 

Mr. LAIRD. I happen to have been 
the Member who discovered this par
ticular hospital. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; and I want to com
pliment the gentleman for the informa
tion he provided. 

Mr. LAIRD. As my wife and I were 
driving through that area of France on 
our way to Le Havre to return home, 
we saw a sign which said there 
was an Air Force installation there. We 
asked the driver to take us to the 
grounds, where we inquired about and 
found that this hospital construction had 
been started about 1955. The informa
tion that was subsequently furnished the 
committee after we had called the wit
nesses up from the Air Force clearly 
shows that at the time construction 
was started for this hospital there were 
only 19,851 Air Force personnel. As of 
this date there are a little over 19,000 in 
France. It seems to me that this is a 
ghost hospital. There are no plans as 
of today for the utilization of this $5 
million hospital. 

Mr. GROSS. For even 150 beds. 
Mr. LAIRD. There are no plans as of 

today for the utilization of even 150 beds. 
Mr. GROSS. No firm plans; that is 

right. 
Mr. LAIRD. There was a plan about 

which the general testified, but I think 
it was a very hurriedly gotten together 
plan, but before that there was no plan 
for the utilization of these hospital fa
cilities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me if I yield him more 
time? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a point of order. I object to 
this bargaining. 

Mr. JONAS. It is collective bargain
ing. I yield the gentleman 3 additional 
minutes. 

Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GROSS. I yield to my friend from 

North Carolina and thank him for yield
ing me additional time. 

Mr. JONAS. May I make it crystal 
clear that I am not defending this sit
uation at all. I do wish to call atten
tion to General Cullen's testimony at 
page 897 of the hearings where he states 
the hospital was built because of the ex
pectation of there being 70,000 military 
personnel and their dependents in the 
area. 

General Cullen's statement is as fol
lows: 

General CuLLEN. This hospital was first 
brought in our Air_ Force program in 1951. 
It was authorized by Congress in 1952 as a 
500-bed hospital. It was planned at that 
time that this would be one of two area hos
pitals, the other being in the plans as the 
Paris area hospital, which has never been 
built; it was dropped out of the program 
later on. 

At that time we were planning to take 
care of 70,000 military personnel and their 
dependents, plus civilian personnel and 
their dependents. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I want 

again to commend the gentleman in his 
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efforts to get economy, but how do you 
expect to make very much progress when 
earlier today you could not get a hun
dred to stand up and demand a rollcall 
on stadium expenditures? 

Mr. GROSS. On another budget
busting bill; that is right. But I am 
hopeful. 

The sum for the Agawam Armory will 
come from the $11 million appropriated 
in this bill for Army National Guard. 
The Appropriations Committee cut a 
total of $278,197,300 from the President's 
budget estimates of $1,563,200,000, leav
ing $1,285,002,700 for military construc
tion in the current :fiscal year. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am AGAWAM NATIONAL GUARD ARMORY AUTHORIZED 
glad the gentleman is hopeful. 

Mr. GROSS. Hopeful that some drops 
of water will eventually fall on the fer
tile soil of economy. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I will 
be glad to do what I can to help. 

Mr. GROSS. I appreciate that. Let 
me ask if there are any plans for the 
expansion of Army Ordnance facilities. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There is not. 
Mr. GROSS. There are some funds 

for the building of roads at the Annis
ton, Ala., arsenal? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is true, but 
that is not for expansion as such. 

Mr. GROSS. Anything else? 
Mr. SHEPPARD. What does the gen

tleman mean by "anything else"? 

IN 1958 

Mr. Chairman, Agawam's National 
Guard Armory was authorized in the 
military construction authorization bill 
last year. The need for the armory was 
stressed to me in the following telegram 
received from the then chairman of the 
Agawam Board of Selectmen, Irving R. 
LaFleur, dated August 15, 1958: 
U.S. Representative EDWARD P. BOLAND, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We are asking for your support on bill for 
the National Guard Armory in Agawam, 
Mass. It is very urgent that we get an 
armory in our town. 

IRVING R. LAFLEUR, 
Chairman, Agawam Board of Selectmen. 

Mr. GROSS. There is that money to PROJECT HAs RECEIVED coNTINUED suPPORT oF 
expand facilities at Anniston, Ala. TOWN oFFiciALs 
What I am interested in is this: As the On June 25, last, Chairman Walter T. 
gentleman well knows, they are closing Kerr, of the present board of selectmen, 
the San Jacinto Ordnance Depot. I do wrote to me again pointing up the need 
not want to hear anybody come on the for this armory facility, as follows: 
floor of the House and ask for funds to DEAR CoNGRESSMAN BoLAND: The full board 
build another ordnance depot some place · met with Adjutant General (William H.) 
in this country when they are disposing Harrison TUesday, June 23, 1959. He is very 
of an excellent facility just south of interested in seeing the Armory get under 
Houston, Tex. way, because of crowded conditions, ~nd it 

Mr. SHEPPARD. There are no new is his hope that, if the money is available, 
0 dn n d ts · n the bill it could be started the first part of the 

r a ce epo I . • . 1960 fiscal year. 
Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, Will the The general said he wlll make every effort 

gentleman yield? to get the Agawam Armory under way as 
Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle- soon as the money is released by Congress. 

man from North Carolina. Yours very truly, 
Mr. JONAS. Let US make this clear WALTER T. KERRY, 

for the record. The spokesmen of the Chairman, 
Army said that they had no plans to JAMEs P. KANE, 
ask for any ordnance depot be built ARTHUR JoHNsoN, 
on the east coast or the gulf coast. Board of Selectmen. 
That iS in the record. AGAWAM ARMORY ON MASSACHUSETTS PRIORITY 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman knows LIST FoR 1sso 
they were about to build one at a co&t Mr. Chairman, evidence of the need 
of $44 million in Alabama as a replace- for a National Guard Armory in Aga
ment for the San Jacinto Depot. That warn can also be found by checking the 
went out of the window because, I am priority construction list set up by Ad
sure, they feared the Congress would jutant General Harrison of the Com
never swallow that proposition. monwealth of Massachusetts and ap-

Mr. JONAS. We tried to make a proved by the National Guard Bureau 
clear record on this and asked the spe- at the Pentagon. Agawam is second on 
cific question and it was answered in this list. 
the affirmative, there are no plans for The :first Rifle and Weapons Platoon, 
additional depots either on the east or Company B, 1st Battle Group, 104th 
gulf coasts. Massachusetts Infantry of the famed 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. Yankee Division has been meeting in the 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I ask basement of the Agawam Town Hall. 

unanimous consent that the gentleman This facility has no drill hall or rifle 
from Massachusetts [Mr. BoLAND] may range and has inadequate storage and 
extend his remarks at this point in the administrative areas. The proposed 
REcORD. · one-unit Armory, known as an M unit, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection will accommodate 100 men. The Na
to the request of the gentleman from tiona! Guard constructs M unit centers 
California? in small communities where it is often 

There was no objection. difficult to locate adequate leased space. 
AGAWAM, MASS., TO GET $210,000 FOR NATIONAL The personnel strength at Agawam iS 

GUARD ARMORY now 81 officers and enlisted men. Total 
Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, the 

military construction appropriation bill 
for :fiscal 1960, before us today, contains 
an item for $210,000 that will be used for 
the construction of a much-needed Na~ 
tiona! Guard Armory in Agawam, Mass. 

cost of the structure of the armory will 
be $280,000, with the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts contributing $70,000 and 
the Federal Government $210,000. The 
armory will provide year round facilities 
in support of essential training of the 

Army National Guard to meet the 
mobilization mission. 
ONE MILLION AND THIRTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 

FOR AIR NATIONAL GUARD JET HANGAR AT 
BARNES AIRPORT 
Mr. Chairman, this bill also includes 

an appropriation of $1,030,000 for con..: 
struction of a modern hangar to replace 
an obsolete structure for the 131st Tacti
cal Fighter Squadron of the Massachu
setts Air National Guard at Barnes Air
port, Westfield, Mass. This is the only 
Air National Guard facility in western 
Massachusetts and Barnes Airport is 
also headquarters for the 104th Tactical 
Fighter. Group. The Air National Guard 
and Department of the Air Force esti
mates it will cost $300,000 to strengthen 
the present hangar built in World War 
n with a life expectancy of 10 years at 
the time of construction. The shop 
space for jet engine buildup and elec
tronic maintenance and repair is in
adequate and would continue to be if 
the present hangar is not replaced. A 
total of 95 officers and 657 airmen use 
this facility. . 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WINSTEAD]. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, I 
take this time to discuss two items that 
have be·en deleted from the NaVY Jet 
Base at Meridian, Miss. I discussed this 
with some members of the subcommit
tee, since the report Friday, in which 
these two items, an auxiliary base and a 
crosswind landing field, . had been de· 
leted. 

I would like to say :first of all, so far 
as the base is conce~ned, the :first request 
I made of the NaVY when they an
nounced this base was to locate the base 
somewhere without having to take new 
lands and build a new base. . I regret 
exceedingly that the NaVY failed to con· 
vince the subcommittee as they did me 
that a new auxiliary base was a real 
necessity and fully justified. 

In the :first place, when you build a new 
base in a community, you take land 
from the payroll, and you put nothing 
but a nuisance there in that community, 
and everybody around it resents the situ
ation. The best thing that could hap
pen was to do what the subcommittee is 
trying to do, if possible. But I know of 
no other existing base that could be 
used. 

May I say again, I appreciate the prob
lem the subcommittee had in seeing that 
agencies of the military and other agen
cies of the Government would go out and 
refuse to use certain bases that were 
available, taking bad land when there 
is good land available. 

May I say that this is a training base. 
Some of these young trainees will be 
flying their planes for the first time and 
landing in this area. You will have 
crashes, you will have wrecks. Cer
tainly you cannot fly hundreds of miles 
across any State or group of States to 
:find a landing strip under such circum
stances. 

So far as the crosswind runway is 
concerned, I n-otice in the record you 
say the testimony showed a 10 to 15 per:.. 
cent usage. I would like to point out 
to the subcommittee that we have obli-
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gated approximately $37 million for this 
base. If we are to have a real, genuine 
training base, we are convinced they 
must have proper runways in that sec
tion of the country. They need a cross
wind runway. For a few months of the 
year we have those storms coming up 
fast. These boys will be :flying airplanes 
costing a half million dollars or more and 
with only a few wrecks, not considering 
the lives also, the losses will more than 
cover these so-called savings. 

May I say I appreciate the fact the 
members of the subcommittee have 
stated emphatically it is not your plan 
to say you cannot build a new runway 
or to say that you cannot build a satel
lite base, if no other support base can 
be found in existence to support the 
main base at Meridian. 

We have asked theni to come up with 
more information, and I have requested 
the Navy to furnish such information as 
they have been giving offhand before 
the other body. Every year we delay 
something that must be done, the next 
year it costs more, because the contrac
tors have the available manpower and 
machinery there now and they can bid 
on contracts now costing less money 
than if it were postponed for a year. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINSTEAD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. The gentleman has 
stated the problem very well. Of course, 
he is intimately familiar with this base 
and other bases around the country 
through his long and important service 
on the great Committee on Armed Serv
ices. This is the second outlying field 
for which funds were requested. The 
first outlying field already is located and, 
of course, that gives the. Navy a little 
more time with which to complete its 
estimates on the requirements for a sec
ond outlying field. It gives the Congress 
an opportunity to ask the Navy to go 
back and take a close look to determine 
whether we can use one of the existing 
facilities for a second outlying field. 
Frankly, I think it is going to be found 
that these existing facilities are too far 
away to be used. But, let us be sure 
and have the Navy take a careful look, 
because if we can use an existing facility, 
it will save the Government a few mil
lion dollars. I know full well also that 
the gentleman does not want his own 
constituents dispossessed to make avail
able the land needed for a new outlying 
field that has no economic value. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. It is a necessary 
nuisance that has to go with a training 
base. 

Mr. SIKES. Of course, it is also true 
that the base at Meridian must have 
the necessary facilities for training. If 
tna Navy makes a strong case and shows 
there is no other facility that is satisfac
tory for the requirements of this train
ing mission I do not think there will 
be any difficulty about meeting any 
legitimate needs. I think the same 
situation exists with reference to the 
crosswind runway. Even though it will be 
used only a small proportion of the 
time, when the base is in full operation 
there may be weather conditions when 
it is necessary. 

CV--969 

This full operation is sometime in the 
future. Consequently, the committee 
asked that there be a reappraisal of the 
costs and the requirement. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. So far as that is 
concerned, I am sure that they failed to 
make clear to your committee the state
ment they have given me, because I 
have been requesting them all the while 
to do just that. So, I hope you will give 
consideration to the additional informa
tion submitted in the Senate and which 
will be available for consideration in 
conference. As I have said, a delay of 
another year will certainly make this 
needed construction more costly. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MORRIS]. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, the House Appropriations 
Committee erred, in my judgment, when 
it reported this military construction ap
propriations bill, H.R. 8575, without 
funds for missile facilities at Fort Sill, 
Okla. 

I truly respect this great Subcommit
tee on Military Appropriations including 
the distinguished chairman, but even 
in their wisdom they, too, sometimes err. 

The Department of Defense asked the 
committee to fund $7,694,000. The com
mittee allowed $4,615,000 which repre
sents a cut of $3,079,000 and deletes all 
funds for missile facilities at Fort Sill. 

I am a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee which approved the 
original authorization for this military 
construction, but I am not a member of 
the House Appropriations Committee. It 
may be that the Defense Department did 
not make as clear a case when it appeared 
before the Appropriations Committee 
and inasmuch as that committee did not 
report its action until last Friday, there 
is not sufficient time to secure facts and 
figures necessary to seek justification for 
restoration at this time. I believe, how
ever, that such justification will be avail
able and hope this money will be re
stored when this bill is considered by 
the Senate. In such event, I trust that 
the conferees will agree to such restora
tion because all my information is to 
the effect that these funds are badly 
needed at Fort Sill for the safety of 
America. 

Fort Sill is one of the few outstandingly 
great military forts in our country. It 
is the artillery center for our Nation. It 
is one of the very greatest assets for our 
national defense. Our Nation has al
ready invested, according to prevailing 
prices, about one-quarter billi.on dollars 
there. Fort Sill is where our artillery
men and artillery officers for World Wars 
I and n and the Korean con:flict were 
trained. 

In 1955 there was added to Fort Sill, 
in addition to the conventional artillery 
school, the surface-to-surface missile 
school. This reduction the committee 
has reported will greatly curtail the ac
tivities of such school, and it is my judg
ment that this surface-to-surface mis
sile school is one of the most important 
parts of our national military program. 
It is my firm and considered belief that 
if we remain strong economically and 
militarily we can prevent a third world 

war. It is my further belief that if a 
third world war comes it will not come 
as a full-blown world war, .like a thief 
in the night, but as an outgrowth of a 
brush-fire type of war that will evolve 
into a big, all-out war, unless it is put 
out; and if we remain strong enough 
to put out such small wars we can pre
vent an all-out world war, in my judg
ment. And I believe that there is noth
ing more important than a surface-to
surface missile program to put out such 
type of con:flagrations. 

Fort Sill is an ideal location for a con
ventional artillery and a surface-to
surface missile school. The weather, the 
terrain, and the location are ideal for 
such military installation. 

It is true that the Army's proposed 
expansion-it is not presently a defense 
plan-calls for an enlargement of the 
range of nre there, but whether there 
is a plan, and if a plan, a reality of that 
plan or not, still the school should go 
on for the sake of our country's safety. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I yield 
to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. The artillery school at 
Fort Sill is one of our great historic bases. 
Of course, it is an essential base insofar 
as proper operations of the Army are 
concerned. The committee has no dis
position whatever to limit necessary 
training exercises that are carried on. 

I commend my distinguished colleague 
and good friend, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma EMr. MORRIS], for his zeal in 
defending this base. As the gentleman 
has well stated, there has been consid
erable uncertainty on the part of the 
Army in recent months about just what 
they want to do at Fort Sill. There has 
been a question about whether the Army 
should acquire additional range. This is 
needed obviously because of the increase 
in the range of missiles. Missiles are 
coming more and more into the picture 
and conventional artillery is being 
phased out of the picture. Although the 
Army has not decided whether it is going 
to ask for additional range or not, it did 
come to the Committee on Appropria
tions with a request for a number of ad
ditional buildings and other facilities at 
Fort Sill. Unfortunately the Army did 
not show clearly that there would exist 
a need for these new facilities at Fort 
Sill, whether or not there is to be an 
extension of the range. That is the 
committee's present problem. 

I think this is something that should 
be resolved quickly. It is very important 
for the future training of the Army, but 
it is up to the Army to resolve this in a 
positive and forthright manner so that 
the Congress can legislate and app::.·opri
ate intelligently on these items. And 
that is all the gentleman is asking us to 
do. He is a hard-working member of a 
great committee, and his efforts are very 
valuable. 

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman very 
much. I know of his great force here in 
the Congress. I know that he is one of 
the most dedicated and one of the great
est Members of this body, and that he is 
deeply interested in our defense. He is 
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very sincere in this matter and I appre
ciate very much the comments he has 
made. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. KoWALSKI]. 

Mr. KOWALSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to bring to your attention a 
problem that the committee has created 
for the Navy at the Naval Submarine 
Base at New London, Conn. 

First, however, I want to commend the 
committee for taking a hard, critical 
look at the requirements of our Military 
Establishment, and I hope that the com
mittee will continue to scrutinize the exe
cution of the military programs. As you 
know, I have been trying -to do that, too. 

Specifically, at New London, Conn., 
the Navy asked for funds to construct six 
barracks, to acquire some land, and to 
build a security fence for a housing pro
gram which would be used to billet the 
crews for our Polaris submarines, and for 
the nuclear submarines which are being 
built there. This program is important 
to the country and, of course, is impor
tant to this particular base at New Lon
don. The committee in its report on 
page 19 recorded: 

While the committee has approved the re
quest of $877,000 for the replacement of boiler 
facilities at the Naval Submarine Base, New 
London, Conn., it has denied the request for 
the construction of new barracks and se
curity fencing and acquisition of land there
for. The location of these barracks should 
be restudied with the idea of placing them 
on existing Government property at this 
location. 

It is obvious that the committee is not 
against the construction of the barracks 
themselves. The committee agrees these 
barracks are needed. The question at is
sue is where should these barracks be 
located. The Navy feels they need the 
additional land. The land will cost 
about $27,000, the security fence about 
$17,000, a total of about $44,000. 

The location that was suggested by 
the committee would cause the Navy to 
spend about $124,000 for extension of 
utilities. There are other locations that 
apparently the Navy has not studied. 

I think it is important to bear in 
mind that if construction of these bar
racks is delayed for 1 year, it will affect 
the Navy in its program of trying to 
get ready for the Polaris effort. All 
of you gentlemen know that the 
housing and training of crews are just 
as important as the Polaris subma
rines we are building. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOWALSKI. I yield. 
Mr. JONAS. The gentleman has 

correctly stated the position of the 
committee. We just felt that $1,400 an 
acre is too much to be paying for land. 
There are 546 acres on the base and 
some of it is not in use at this time. 
We felt the Navy should restudy the lo
cation of these barracks. While the 
barracks are in the Navy's program, 
this particular item was not too high on 
the Navy's priority list. Actually, it 
was not in the top priority group. It 
was because of these things that the 
committee decided to delete the funds 
at this time not, however, with any 

purpose of saying that we do not think 
the barracks will eventually have to be 
built, but that we think the location 
should be restudied. 

Mr. KOWALSKI. I understand the 
position of the committee. I also want 
to point out that the facilities at the 
base are designed for 2,000 men. There 
are actually 3,000 in the facilities now 
available. I understand from the Navy 
that for the Polaris program, they 
will need an additional 800 men. This 
makes it really a serious problem. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOWALSKI. I yield. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. I would like to ad

vise the gentleman that 'the land cost 
here is actually in excess of $1,400 per 
acre. 

Secondly, the committee had to con
sider in conjunction with that fact that 
there is existing land available on this 
base, which has not been studied with 
reference to the barracks location-in
cluding a golf course and other recrea
tional facilities. 

Next, the item is not high on the Navy 
priority list being No. 183 out of a total 
of 217. That priority list is established 
by the Navy itself and not by your com
mittee. Thus, this matter is in the last 
16 percent of the Navy's requests, which 
is certainly not a high priority. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, a delay of a 
year in this construction, if our informa
tion is correct, and I am sure it is, would 
not interfere in any way with the opera
tional problem here, but would allow 
the entire matter of the location to be 
restudied with a consequent potential 
savings to the Federal Government and 
taxes to the local government. 

Those, Mr. Chairman, are the basic 
considerations which your committee had 
in mind in reaching the conclusions we 
did on this item. We are not unsympa
thetic, but if they make a study and 
give us the facts on which to go along, 
we will try to go along. 

Mr. KOWALSKI. I thank the gentle
man. I urge the conferees to work with 
the Senate to restore the full amount 
of the funds requested by the Navy. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. QUIGLEY]. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I note 
with regret the committee's decision to 
delete the Army's request for funds for 
the construction of hospital facilities at 
the Carlisle Barracks in Carlisle, Pa. 

I recognize that if we are going to have 
the economy in Government we hear so 
much about that these economies have 
to be made somewhere and that occa
sionally that somewhere may prove to 
be even in one's own congressional dis• 
trict. 

However, it is rather obvious from the 
committee's report that its negative re-
action to the Carlisle construction was 
prompted to a considerable extent by 
what the committee considered to be an 
almost classic example of inadequate 
planning and unrealistic programing on 
the part of the Army. Mr. Chairman, 
I am not qualified to argue whether 
there is a need for 25 or 50 or 100 beds 
at Carlisle. However, I am sufficiently 
familiar with the situation at the bar-

racks to state categorically that there 
is a real need for additional hospital 
beds and for adequate, modern hospital 
facilities. 

The committee in its report indicates 
that it "has reserved judgment as to 
the need for these specific facilities" and 
that the committee's action in withhold
ing funds in this regard "has been taken 
solely because of unrealistic cost esti
mates based on inadequate plans and 
programs." In the face of this, I trust 
that the Army will promptly reevaluate 
on a realistic basis its hospital needs in 
Carlisle so that there will be no extended 
delay in meeting a real-if what, up to 
now, may have been a badly gaged-need. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIGLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I would like to ad
vise the gentleman that the committee 
reserved its judgmen-:; as to the need for 
these specific facilities. This action was 
taken solely because of the unrealistic 
cost estimates. based on inadequate 
plans. and an inadequate program. As 
soon as those plans are finalized so that 
the costs are properly reflected, then we 
would have no reservations with respect 
to this item. That is all we are asking 
for and we fully expect that from the 
military. If they do not give us the 
proper justification, then we cannot ap
prove the funds for it. That is all there 
is to it. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. I appreciate the 
views of the gentleman and I cannot say 
I am in disagreement with him. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIGLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. I want to commend the 
gentleman for his interest and express 
my appreciation for the study which he 
has given the subject. He has recog
nized the problems which confronted the 
committee in attempting to do this job 
properly at a time when the Army has 
not decided what it wants. 

Mr. QUIGLEY. It is my hope, I may 
say to the gentleman from Florida, that 
the Army will make a very prompt deci
sion and bring this question to the other 
body in time to have action on it before 
adjournment so that the matter can be 
worked out, the money made available, 
and construction can be started on this 
hospital facility at Carlisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of my time to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. STRATTON]. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 3 min
utes. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
take this time to discuss brietly what I 
regard as a very apt illustration of a 
serious failure on the part of the armed 
services to recognize true economy and 
to be appreciative also of the impact of 
certain changes in our defense program 
upon our c.ivilian economy and on areas 
suffering from unemployment. 

Included in this bill is an appropria
tion of $3 million for the construction of 
a cold regions laboratory to be located 
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at--:Dartmouth College, Hanover, N.H. 
This is to be constructe'd as a new build
ing. We are building this facility, Mr~ 
Chairman, at a time when other military 
installations throughout the Nation are 
being closed down and people are being 
thrown out of work. I think it is a seri
ous matter for the Government to be 
spending money to build new facilities at 
a time when other facilities are being 
closed down and people are being thrown 
out of work. _ 

One · facility which was considered as 
an alternative to a new building at Han
over, N.H., was the Scotia Naval Supply 
Depot in my district in Scotia, N.Y., 
which was ordered closed down earlier 
this year by the Navy with the loss· of 
some 675 jobs in an area already suffer
ing heavily from unemployment. I ap
peared before the subcommittee and 
urged that Scotia's facilities be used for 
this labOratory instead of new construc
tion because the use of what we have 
there would have represented a saving 
to the taxpayers of a quarter of a mil
lion doll-ars. 
· _ Mr. Chairman, the Scotia Naval Sup
ply Depot at Scotia, N~Y., was looked 
over by the Army representatives and 
then turned down in spite.of its extensive 
facilities. Let me read to the committee 
from the record of the subcommittee's 
he-arings, on page 84, the rather vapid 
reasons given by the Army for deciding 
against Scotia in spite of the cost to the 
taxpayers: 

We feel that inasmuch as the installation 
at Scotia is in a warehouse supply type of 
activity rather than in an· academic at
mosphere or a type of environment such as 
at Hanover which we feel. is much more 
favorable for our activity, plus the fact 
there are no educational centers in the gen
eral Schenectady area whose primary in
terests are in the same area as the work 
of this laboratory, it would be undesirable. 
While there are some fine schools there, they 
do not have programs in this particular area. 

Furthermore, the areas available in the 
Adirondacks are considerably more limited 
1n area and scope and size than the quite 
large areas available in upper New England 
which are property of Dartmouth College 
and would become available for fieldwork 
and field exercises. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, the 
Schenectady-Scotia area is right in the 
center of a large educational and cultural 
development. We have Union College in 
Schenectady, Rensselaer Polytechnic In
stitute in Troy, and the vast library of 
the University of the State· of New York 
in nearby Albany. 

In addition to that, we have the cen
tra.! research laboratory of the great 
General Electric Co. located in Schenec
tady, where Mr. Vincent Schaefer has 
won world renown with the experiments 
which he has conducted over many years 
in artificial weather operations, artificial 
snowmaRing' and rainmaking. The 
great resort area of the Adirondacks is 
only a short distance a way, and I chal
lenge anyone to suggest that these great 
educational areas are "considerably 
more limited in area and scope and size," 
as the Army claims, than any other out
door areas in the country. Frankly, I 
do not think the Army's report indi
cates that they have really looked the 
situation over very carefully at all, or 

not at least as carefully as they should 
have if they were rea.lly interested in 
saving the taxpayers the loss of $281,000~ 
which is involved here initially, or even 
the loss of $167,000, if you take the 
Army's ultimate figures for it. 

In any case, Mr. Chairman, this is 
mighty shortsighted economy on the 
part of the Defense Department. I rec
ognize the need for military construc
tion as clearly as anyone, and as a mem
ber of the Committee on Armed Services 
I realize that this construction costs 
money. But the Defense Department no 
more than any other department of Gov
ernment, can afford to throw money 
away. If this type of decision is allowed 
to stand, where the taxpayers' money is 
spent to build new buildings when exist
ing ones are adequate for the same pur
pose, then the Defense Department will 
certainly lose the kind of public confi
dence and support that is needed for a 
successful military policy. 

The unemployment areas of this 
country are in serious condition, and I 
believe that the House owes it to our 
people to make a better effort than this 
to funnel productive effort into these 
areas, whenever possible, something the 
bill as presently reported glaringly fails 
to do. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield. 
Mr. SIKES. May I ask the gentleman 

from North Carolina [Mr. JONAS] if he 
will yield 2 or 3 additional minutes to the 
gentleman from New York at this point? 

Mr. JONAS. I shall be very happy to 
yield the gentleman 3 additional min
utes. Is that all the time the gentleman 
requires? 

Mr. STRATTON. Yes, I thank the 
gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York is recognized for 3 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield. 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I have 

been highly impressed by the fine work 
done by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. STRATTON] since he has been -a 
Member of this body. He has already 
established himself as a valuable Mem
ber of Congress. I want to commend 
him now for the zeal which he is show
ing the establishment of the cold weather 
laboratory in his district. 

I would like to say to my friend from 
New York that the committee did care
fully consider this matter. The com
mittee had the same question before it 
a year ago. The Army has given fullest 
study to the use of existing facilities 
rather than the construction of new fa
cilities in New Hampshire. The only 
possibility which appeared to be worthy 
of serious thought is the location· in New 
York to which the gentleman alludes. 
It would involve the utilization of a 
warehouse which could be converted to 
a cold weather laboratory. 

The committee quite frankly was very 
much impressed with the_ fact that there 
exists at Dartmouth what is reputed to 
be the outstanding library on Arctic and 
other cold weather studies that is to be 
found anyWhere in the Nation. 

Since this is to be a cold weather lab
oratory that will consolidate the studies 
of several other facilities it is important 
that it be at the place where the best 
work can be done, and the availability 
of that very valuable library which can
not be duplicated anywhere else is im· 
portant. 

There is also the fact that although 
there is an available building in the 
gentleman's district, that building is a 
warehouse facility which would have to 
be converted. Supporting facilities 
would have to be provided there just 
as they would at Dartmouth, N.H. 
Therefore, when you consider the cost 
of the conversion of the present ware
house and the fact that supporting fa
cilities would have to be added to both 
of them at substantially the same cost, 
there is not a great deal of savipg. 
There are some savings, but not a great 
deal. 

The committee is sympathetic to the 
use of existing facilities but for this par
ticular and unique requirement, but 
after 2 years of consideration and study, 
the committee felt it best that we ap
propriate for the operation at Dart
mouth. 

Finally, and this is of material sig
nificance, there is an authorization for 
the cold weather laboratory in New 
Hampshire. There is no authorization 
for one in New York. If it were to be 
built elsewhere than in New Hampshire, 
construction could not be achieved until 
an authorization were approved by the 
Congress. At this late date I would 
think this virtually impossible for the 
current session. Therefore we would 
almost certainly lose another year _in 
making available a needed and im
portant new Army facility. 

Again let me say I appreciate the 
gentleman's zeal for his constituents and 
his contribution to the Congress. 

Mr. STRATTON. · I thank my friend 
from Florida for his very generous com
ments. I know that as a member of the 
subcommittee he has made every effort 
to see that the merits of the Scotia depot 
were recognized, and I appreciate his 
help. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remainder of the time on this 
side. · 

Mr. Chairman, you have heard the 
chairman of the Military Coilstruction 
Subcommittee of the Committee on AP
propriatim:is, the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. SHEPPARD], give a clear and 
concise explanation of the bill before you 
for consideration. This bill comes to you 
by unanimous approval of the subcom
mittee which consists of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. SHEPPARD] as chair
man, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SIKES], the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WHITTEN], the gentleman· from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LAIRD], and the gentle
man from North Carolina now speaking. 

The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
WEAVER], served with the subcommittee 
during part of the hearings on special 
assignment, and his contributions to the 
work of the subcommittee were valuable 
and helpful. In the markup. the sub
committee had the benefit of the advice 
and assistance of the chairman and 
ranking member of the Committee on 
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Appropriations, the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CANNON], and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

It has been a genaine privilege for me 
to work again this year, as I did last year, 
with this group of our colleagues. One 
cannot work in close relationship with a 
small group of men, such as those I have 
named, in almost daily hearings and dis
cussions extending over a period of 
months without coming to know them 
very well, indeed. I have enjoyed this 
association and wish to express publicly 
my appreciation for the opportunity of 
working with these gentlemen in our 
joint effort to produce a sound military 
construction bill for our consideration. 

There is widespread interest in this 
bill because it contains funds for the 
construction of military facilities, Regu
lar and Reserve, in every State of the 
Union and at 27 identifiable and at a 
number of undisclosed oversea bases. 
It appropriates $1,285,002,800 of the tax
payers' money. The following table 
shows how the funds are distributed 
between the services: 
Department of Defense: 

Loran stations-----------
Advanced research project 

agenCY------------------

Total-----------'------

Regular Forces: 
ArmY--------------------
liavy ---------------------
Air Force -----------------

$23,200,000 

23,545,000 

46,745,000 

241,564,100 
180,048, 000 
756,616,600 

Total----------------- 1,178,228,700 

Reserve Forces: 
Army Reserve -------------liavy Reserve _____________ _ 
Air Force Reserve ________ _ 
Army National Guard _____ _ 
Air liational Guard _______ _ 

20,000,000 
8,589,000 
4,000,000 

11, 000,000 
16,440,000 

Total----------------- 60,020,000 

The amount of money appropriated in 
this bill-$1,285,002,800-is $278,197,300 
below the budget estimate for fiscal year 
1960. It is $118,847,300 below the 
amount appropriated for military con
struction last year. Although the ap
propriation is more than $ Y4 billion 
under j;he amount· requested, it is the 
considered judgment of the subcommit
tee, arrived at after long, careful . con
sideration and discussion, and concurred 
in by the full Appropriations Committee, 
that the new funds provided when added 
to the substantial funds remaining un
obligated from prior appropriations, will 
be sumcient to provide every essential 
need for our military purposes in :fiscal 
year 1960. 

The total funds available for obliga
tion in the current fiscal year, including 
the amount in this bill plus carryover 
funds provided in prior years, will be 
$2,045,809,777 for Regular Forces and 
$82,029,000 for Reserve Forces or a total 
of $2,127,838,777 in new obligational 
authority. But funds available for ex
penditure will exceed this amount by a 
substantial sum. The new funds pro
vided in this bill, when added to unex
pended balances from prior appropria
tions, will make a total of spending 
funds available in 1960, as distinguished 
from funds available for obligation, in 

the amount o~ $3,550,228,700 for Regular 
Forces and $122,029,000 for Reserve 
Forces or a total of $3,672,257,700. 

This is a very sizable sum of money 
and the committee believes that it will 
be sumcient to enable those directing 
our military forces to provide the serv
ices with all essential facilities. It is 
quite obvious from the report that a 
number of requests for construction 
were denied. The denials were not arbi
trary but were deliberately made for the 
reasons set forth in the report. If the 
committee were to rubberstamp approv
al of all construction requests, there 
would not be much reason for an Ap
propriations Committee. We began our 
hearings on this bill back in April and 
reviewed every request for funds, line 
item by line item, and only concluded 
our work last week. The record is 1,945 
pages long and is contained in two thick 
printed volumes. 

The bill presently under consideration 
will no doubt be disappointing to a num
ber of people. Those who speak for the 
different services will naturally be dis
appointed in that they did not receive 
everything they requested. Spokesmen 
for various communities in the country, 
near which military construction had 
been programed, will probably be dis
appointed at the reductions made near 
their communities. But the members of 
the subcommittee felt it necessary to 
consider many points other than 
whether a community would be dis
pleased or whether an individual service 
might be disappointed. In meeting our 
responsibility, we had to consider the 
needs of all of the services, at home and 
abroad, in the light of budgetary limita
tions. We believe we have a bill for your 
consideration which will meet the essen
tial needs of all of the services and we 
quite naturally are pleased that we have 
been able to present such a program to 
you which is substantially under the 
budget request. 

One of the subjects about which the 
subcommittee has been quite concerned 

is that· of the utilization of existing fa
cilities. Associated with it is the sub
ject of disposing of unused and unneeded 
installations and facilities. Whenever 
an existing facility can be utilized in 
whole or in part for a necessary activity, 
the requirement for new construction 
can be reduced; and whenever surplus 
property can be sold for fair value the 
taxpayers are benefited. This is so ob
vious that I am sure the point needs no 
elaboration. However, the problems and 
complications in accomplishing these 
desirable objectives are manifold. Fre
quently the existing facilities are not 
suited for the proposed new activity or 
they are not in the desired location. 

While the committee report acknowl
edges that progress has been made in the 
:fields of utilization and disposal of fa
cilities, it contains language which is 
quite critical of the Office of the Secre
tary of Defense for failure to be more 
aggressive in forcing a higher degree of 
utilization of existing facilities and a 
more pro:rppt disposal of surplus facili
ties. I do not take any exceptions to 
the report but, in all fairness to the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, I be
lieve the record should show that efforts 
have been made in this direction and 
that substantial results have been ac
complished. It should also be remem~ 
bered that on the committee we have the 
benefit of hindsight. It is much easier 
to point out mistakes after subsequent 
events have transpired than to antici
pate them, particularly since technology 
and military concepts have been chang
ing in recent years with unprecedented 
rapidity. I therefore feel that the rec
ord, in order to be complete, should 
show what has been done in the field of 
utilization and disposal. 

The following table, which appears on 
page 868 of the hearings, lists the trans
fers of real property that have been 
made between the services during the 
period from fiscal year 1955 through 
March 1, 1959: 

Summary showing the utilization of real property by transfer between the military 
departments 

Department of Army to Department of Navy to Department of Air Force 
Navy and Air Force Army and Air Force to Army and Navy 

Fiscal year 
Num- Acres Estimated Num- Acres Estimated Num- Acres Estimated 
ber of trans- original ber of trans- original berof trans- original 
trans- !erred cost trans- fer red cost trans- ferred cost 

fers fers fers 

1955 ..••• _______________ 21 6,997 $40, 966, 528 1 8 $18,220 ------;;- -34;'96i- --$1;583;528 1956 ____________________ 
20 29,022 47,421,269 7 2,490 3, 767,608 

1957-------------------- 11 66,072 50,998,210 11 1,687 1,991,287 6 11,060 24,308,661 
1958 _____________ --- ---- 13 1,612 12,333,618 11 394 35,700,483 4 1,529 1, 210,879 
1959 (to Mar. 1, 1959) __ 1 78 58,300 5 2,674 21,392,552 5 9,333 83,980,001 --

TotaL---------- 66 103,781 151, 777, 925 35 7,253 62,870,150 22 56,883 111, 083, 609 

SUMMARY 
Total number of transfers _______________ -----------·---------- __ ----_._. _________________ ._.--·-______ 123 
Total acres transferred. __ --- __ --- ___ ---------------------------. __ ------------------------------------ 167, 917 
Estimated original cost of property transferred--------------------------------------·----------------- $325,731,144 

NOTE.-In addition to the above transfers, there are numerous instances where land is permitted by 1 military 
department to another. Further, there are those installations where joint operations are conducted, such as at the 
3 national missile ranges. 

In the course of the hearings, when 
this subject of utilization of existing 
facilities was under consideration and 
discussion with officials from the Penta
gon, the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Properties and Installations insisted 

that positive and aggressive action is be
ing taken to insure maximum use of ex
isting facilities. In support of his con
tention, he submitted to the subcom
mittee an extract from instructions re
cently issued to the military depart-
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ments from the Office of the Secretary of . 
Defense. These instructions pertain to 
the preparation of the military con
struction budget for fiscal year 1961, 
which is now under consideration and 
which will be before the subcommittee 
early next year. I include the following 
extract from those instructions for the 
information of all those who will read 
this RECORD. The extract is taken from 
page 968 of the hearings, and is as fol
lows: 

Utilization of existing installations: In 
order to minimize land acquisition and new 
construction, it is mandatory that inactive 
or excess installations be uti11zed wherever 
possible. This requires that a thorough 
screening of inactive, excess or only partially 
occupied installations under the control of 
all three military departments or other Gov
ernment agencies be accomplished before 
programing for the establishment of new in
stallations, or for major expansions of exist
ing installations involving new land acquisi
tion or construction. 

In order to better accomplish this impor
tant objective, it is requested that: 

(a) For each applicable project in the 
fiscal year 1961 military construction author
ization program, the line item justification 
sheet includes- a listing of those inactive, 
excess, or only partially occupied installa
tions (including those under control of the 
other military departments· and other Gov
ernment agencies) which were reviewed and 
screened as alternatives to the proposed new 
acquisition or construction project, and the 
reasons for the rejection of each; and 

(b) Fiscal year 1961 military construction 
authorization projects in support of activi
ties proposed for transfer to inactive, excess, 
or only partially occupied installations be 
documented by property utiliz~tion maps 
delineating the land areas which are re
quired, and the plans for the disposition of 
land areas and buildings which are not re
quired. 

It will be the responsibility of the 
Assistant ·Secretary of Defense-Prop
erties and Installations-to see that 
these instructions are carried out. The 
subcommittee will be interested to see 
how effective this effort will be. 

The subcommittee has also been con
cerned to note that, notwithstanding 
the fact that the services continue to 
hold vast qualities of land surplus to 
their needs, requests continue to be sub
mitted for approval to acquire addition
al land. The subcommittee has been 
very careful and cautious in authoriz
ing the acquisition of additional land 
and you will be interested to know that 
no additional acquisitions are author
ized in this bill unless the subcommittee 
felt that they were absolutely essential. 

In an effort to ascertain exactly what 
has transpired, the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Properties and Installa
tions was asked by the subcommittee to 
furnish informtion showing real prop
erty disposals and acquisition actions in 
recent years. The following facts, ap
pearing in a table on page 967 of the 
hearings, were provided in response to 
that request_: 

Real property excess determinations for 
period August 27, 1955, to March 15, 1959: 

AxDlY----------------------- $428,062,000 
~aVY------------~-----·----- 419,452,000 
AJrForce-------------------- 280,272~000 

TotaL-----.:--:-------- 1, 127, 792, ooo 

Disposal action on real property reported 
ex'C·ess by Department of Defense for the 
period August 27, 1955, to March 15, 1959: 

Excess declarations received 
by GSA (313 entire in
stallations and portions of 
221 installations)---------- $818, 834, 000 

Disposed of by sale (pro-
ceeds from sale, $44,710,-
000: 21.7 percent of acqui-
sition cost and 112 percent 
of appraised fair market 
value)-------------------- 142,372,000 

Transferred to other agencies 
and to local governments 
without reimbursement 
pursuant to public law____ 89,649,000 

Pending disposal___________ 586,812,000 

Real property acquisitions · for fiscal years 
1955, 1957, 1958, and approved land acquisi
tion expenditures for fiscal years 1958 and 
1959 (to March 15, 1959): 

ArmY----------------·--------- $27,490,313 
~aVY-------------------------- 36,869,742 Air Force ______________________ 38,273,102 

TotaL---------·--------- 102, 633, 157 

It was also brought out in the hear
ings that in the 10-year period from 
1947-57, the Department of the Army 
alone disposed of 9,649,855 acres of land, 
having an acquisition cost of $3,609,059,-
383. 

I am not going to list actions taken by 
the services to close installations during 
1958-59, because the list is too long for 
insertion here. The installations are set 
forth by name on pages 994-997, inclus
ive, of the hearings. The attention of 
the Members is invited to those pages. 
Included in the list are 13 Army installa
tions, 250 AAA gun sites and 18 indus
trial plants, all under the jurisdiction of 
the Army; 41 installations, including 
bases, airports and storage statioi)S, all 
under the jurisdiction of the Air Force; 
and 106 installations, including purchas
ing offices, supply depots, schools, air 
stations, test stations, ammunition 
depots, and so forth, all under the juris
diction of the Navy. 
~- REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

congratulate the Committee on Appro
priations, particularly the Military Con
struction Subcommittee, headed by the 
distinguished gentleman from California 
[Mr. SHEPPARD], for having performed a 
truly outstanding job in reviewing the 
1960 military construction requests and 
in having reduced those requests by some 
$278 million. 

I am much impressed with the com
mittee's report accompanying H.R. 8575. 
I am pleased to see the strong commit
tee directive to the Secretary of Defense, 
his Assistant Secretaries and staff, for 
more careful screening and more realis
tic planning in all areas of military con
struction by Army, Navy and Air Force. 
As the committee report notes, without 
better planning and screening within the 
Department of Defense, we are not going 
to have the kind of utilization of existing 
facilities, or the kind of realistic pro
graming of essential new military facili
ties, that we so desperately need to main
tain our defense posture and at the same 
time protect the American taxpayers. 

Two months ago I had the privilege of 
appearing before the Sheppard subcom
mittee. I wanted to call to their atten-

tion certain Strategic Air Command 
plans and drawings for Richard I. Bong 
Air Force Base, now under construction 
in Racine County, Wis. These plans in
dicated that the Congress was about to 
be confronted with fund requests to 
build not only the usual and ordinary 
recreational facilities for Bong personnel 
and their families, but several facilities 
which seemed to me to be unusual, elab
orate and nonessential. In this category 
I particularly included squash courts and 
an indoor swimming pool. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to state for the 
RECORD that I have recently been ad
vised by the Air Force that, upon re
examination of its own minimum stand
ards of recreational facilities for Air 
Force bases, no squash courts and no in
door swimming pools are to be requested 
for Bong Air Force Base. I am gratified 
that the Air Force has reached this de
cision. It is, I believe, a break for the 
taxpayers, while still preserving sound 
recreational policies for Air Force bases, 
since the ordinary and usual recrea
tional facilities are still included in the 
Bong plans, such as a base theater, 
multipurpose gymnasium, recreational 
workshop and bowling alley. 

I am sure that the members of the 
Sheppard subcommittee, and of the full 
Committee on Appropriations, agree with 
me that we want to make service in our 
Armed Forces attractive to Army, Navy, 
and Air Force personnel and their fam
ilies. We want them to have decent pay, 
decent housing, decent recreational facil
ities-but we also insist on putting first 
things first, and drawing the line firmly 
against the frills and extravagances that 
sometimes creep into military construc
tion plans. 

This message is well set forth in the 
committee report on H.R. 8575. The 
committee states that it has approved 
$16 million for continuing construction 
on Bong Air Force Base, a reduction of 
$4,838,000 in the estimates. The report 
then states: 

These funds are to be obligated in strict 
accord with the priority set forth in the 
budget program and with emphasis upon the 
construction of operational facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that the Air 
Force and the Congress understand one 
another with regard to Bong Air Force 
Base. I am confident that the Military 
Construction Subcommittee will con
tinue to keep a sharp eye out for any un
usual fund requests there, or anywhere 
else for that matter. And again, I thank 
the subcommittee for its courteous at
tention to my testimony in this matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. All time has expired. The Clerk 
will read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read the bill. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House 
with the recommendation that the bill do 
pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. KILDAY, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
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having had under consideration the bill 
<H.R. 8575> making appropriations for 
military construction for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1960, and for other purposes 
had directed him to report the bill back 
to the House with the recommendation 
that the bill do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to extend 
their remarks on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

LOANS UNDER THE BANKHEAD
JONES FARM TENANT ACT 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the 'Jill <H.R 7629) to 
make permanent the authority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make loans 
under section 17 of the Bankhead-Janes 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, and for 
other purposes, with a -Senate amend
ment thereto, disagree to tne Senate 
amendment, and agree to the conference 
requested by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman ftom Okla
homa? The Chair hears none, and ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
COOLEY, POAGE, GRANT, HOEVEN, and 
DAGUE. 

IMPENDING VISIT OF PREMIER 
KHRUSHCHEV 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the house for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, Premier 

Khrushchev, boss man of Red Russia, 
who recently threatened to bury us, has 
been invited to be a guest at the White 
House, beginning September 15, and to 
be followed by a tour of our country. 

Fix that date ln your memories. For 
that shameful and abject event marks 
the open acknowledgment of the retreat 
that started at Geneva. Between the ap
peasement prodding of Prime Minister 
Macmillan of Britain, and the black
mailing strategy of Khrushchev, we have 
abandoned our friends in the captive na
tions; have placed our principles· in cold 

storage; have granted the Communists 
a propaganda victory of startling mag
nitude; and have surrendered to the 
wishful thinking that could lead to dis
aster. 

How Khrushchev must be emboldened 
by our weakness of spirit. How he must 
be laughing at our gullibility. 

"But it was the only thing we could 
think of to ease the Berlin crisis," says 
the administration. "And besides, when 
Khrushchev sees our standard of living, 
our industrial might, and our military 
installations, we hope that he will be im
pressed and will give up his designs to 
bury us." How pathetic and dangerous 
it sounds, and so reminiscent of the 
tragic blunders of another era. 

John Foster Dulles is hardly cold in 
his grave before . the administration 
reaches for the umbrella of appeasement. 

The manner in which this invitation 
was secretly maneuvered, reveals the ad
ministration's fear that the American 
people would not respond kindly to it. 
First it was Mikoyan and Kozlov over 
here and the American Governors and 
then NrxoN over there for the prece
dents that were supposed to justify the 
switch visits of Premier Khrushchev and 
President Eisenhower. Blurring the es
sential differences. Trying to make it 
appear that because the downtrodden 
Russian people greeted representatives 
from the free world, the American peo
ple must therefore, welcome the dictator 
who is determined to subjugate them 
and to destroy their free institutions. 

The abruptness with which this invi
tation was announced to the world, and 
without prior consideration of the opin
ions of the American people, was cal
culated to confront us with a fait ac
compli. The administration has its fin
gers crossed, hoping that we will be 
stunned into mute acceptance of this 
shameful adventure in expediency. 
With its propaganda resources, it is at
tempting to prove that black is white, 
but in doing so it seriously underesti
mates the character and the independent 
thinking of the American people. 

The largest security cordon in our 
history will be required to protect the 
unwelcome guest. 

Why is he being forced on the Ameri
can people by their own President? 
Why does not Khrushchev cancel his 
visit before it is too late? We urge the 
American people not to harm one hair 
on Khrushchev's head. If he does in
sist on coming, we hope that his own 
guards will "bring him back alive" to 
the Kremlin before some refugee whose 
loved ones were murdered or tortured 
by Khrushchev's gang, is tempted to 
take a pot shot at him. 

Why-why did the administration in
vite this risk? We fervently hope that 
no bodily harm is suffered by Khru
shchev while he is in the United States. 
We implore him not to come, for his own 
personal safety. 

At the same time we warn him that 
the American people will not take this 
insult to their self-respect, this insolent 
disregard of every principle they believe 
in, like the voiceless victims behind the 
Iron Curtain. We are a free people. We 
have certain constitutional rights, and 
among these are the right "peaceably 

to assemble," "freedom of speech,~' the 
right "to petition the Government for a 
re·dress of grievances." 

Our grievance is that the administra
tion will desecrate ·the White House by 
entertaining the "murderer of millions," 
and will forcibly impose on the American 
people by asking them to be nice to the 
Red czar who threatens their lives, 
their liberties, and their faith. 

The administration has made its un
fortunate move. Now it is time for the 
people to repudiate it. 

I call upon all individuals and groups 
in the United States that cherish the 
principles for which our Nation stands, 
who believe in God, who firmly oppose 
communism because it is the sworn 
enemy of human dignity and human 
freedom, to write their Senators and 
Representatives requesting support of 
the resolution that will express the 
opposition of Congress to this visit. 

I also ask them to write to the Russian 
Ambassador at Washington asking 
Khrushchev to stay home. 

And, in the meantime, I urge them to 
organize peaceful picketing in every city 
where Khrushchev appears, in the event 
he is thrust upon us. Let him see how 
we feel about it. Let him be greeted 
by empty streets, or backs that are 
turned upon him, or by parades of 
hearses representing the nations and the 
peoples that he has "Khrush-ed." 

Let there be memorial services in 
every church for the captive peoples. 

Let us express by every legitimate 
means our friendship for the Russian 
people and our contempt for the Com
munist despot who rules them with an 
iron hand. 

Let every free American display his 
flag at half mast, in mourning for- the 
national honor that has been surren
dered by our Government. 

We have 1 month to write, to organize, 
and to stage a massive but orderly 
protest. 

Start now. Speak up, America. 

HOME RULE LEGISLATION FOR 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mary
land? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have to

day filed a resolution on my home rule 
bill-H.R. 4633-to bring home rule 
legislation before the House for a vote. 
This petition permits 2 days of debate 
and specifically allows opponents of the 
legislation to offer all the amendments 
they may wish in the form of a substitute 
bill. It provides, so far as I can learn, 
the most liberal rule of any discharge 
petition of recent years. 

I should like to explain briefly why 
this action is being taken. As most 
Members of the House know, an earlier 
petition was filed several weeks ago. A 
number of Members of this House who 
are opposed to any restoration of local 
self-government to Washington objected 
to the terms of that petition. We are 
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acting now, therefore, to meet any rea
sonable objection they can have and to 
demonstrate our own earnest desire to 
be fair and moderate on this issue. 

The opponents of home rule have, for 
many years, blocked every effort to bring 
legislation before the House by the usual 
committee procedure. They have re
fused even to begin hearings until after 
steps were taken to discharge the com
mittee. The record of past years, the 
con~uct of the present hearings, and 
their own statements make it clear that 
they are determined not to permit a 
home rule bill to be reported from the 
committee. · 

Mr. Speaker, we understand and re
spect the position of these Members who 
feel they must refuse to permit a bill to 
come before the House from committee. 
But we appeal to them, in the name of 
fair play, to give equal respect to our 
position. We have exhausted every 
effort to get action through the com
mittee. We have offered them a mod
erate bill, a reasonable middle ground 
between both extremes on this issue. We 
now offer them a petition with an ex
tremely liberal rule. 

In spite of their determination to pre
vent House consideration of home rule 
we offer opponents of this legislation the 
fullest opportunity to take their case to 
the House and settle the issue by fair 
vote, after fair debate. We challenge 
them to permit the House to hear both 
sides and make its own decision. 

We welcome this clearcut choice. We 
are content to leave the decision where 
it belongs-with the Members of the 
House. We hope that opponents too 
will at long last have the courage t~ rest 
their case with the House. 

Of the three long-delayed actions 
Alaska and Hawaii have now both bee~ 
granted statehood. There is still time 
before we adjourn, to take the obviou~ 
third step. Let us act now to resolve the 
deadlock, discharge this legislation, and 
add one more notable achievement to the 
record of this Congress. 

STEEL MANAGEMENT LOCKOUT 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker I ask 

unanimous consent to address th~ House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker the fol

lowing is a copy of a telegram Mayor 
George Chacharis, of Gary, Ind. sent to 
President Eisenhower last Thursday, Au-
gust6. · 

The city of Gary, as well as the Calu
met region of Indiana, with its three 
major steel mills is tied up in an indus
trial lockout inflicted by the manage
ment of big steel. Thousands of fami
li~s are today suffering from this inex
cusable industrial tieup. The mayor's 
telegrams speaks for itself: 

AUGUST 8, 1959. 
DWIGHT D . EisENHOWER, 
President of the United States of America 
The White House, Washington, D.C.: # 

Your invitation to Russia's Premier Khru
shchev to visit our country prompts my urg
ing you to act quickly to the end that a 

just and equitable settlement be granted the 
steelworkers· of our Nation. 

Khrushchev's visit will focus the attention 
of the entire world on our every act. The 
worst thing that could happen to the United 
States and the free world is to have Pre
mier Khrushchev tour this country with our 
entire basic steel industry shut down. 

I urge you not to wait until the last min
ute to attempt this settlement. Such an act 
would only lend strength to the propaganda 
forces of the Communists who seek to be
little or destroy us. 

Further, for you to use the Taft-Hartley 
law would only enhance Khrushchev's prop
aganda machine. 

As mayor of Gary, Ind., and as a former 
employee of the United States Steel Corp., 
may I say in all truth that steelworkers have 
earned the right to a just and equitable set
tlement. 

The recently released profit sheets of the 
United States Steel Corp., and other steel 
companies bear this out beyond a shadow of 
a doubt. 

The use of your good office to end this 
crippling blow to our economy and our demo
cratic way of life must now, I firmly believe, 
be renewed in greater intensity. 

GEORGE CHACHARIS, 
Mayor, City of Gary, Ind. 

During the past week the United States 
Chamber of Commerce and its under
ground political subsidiary, the National 
Association of Manufacturers have been 
flooding Congressmen with 'telegrams, 
letters, postal cards, and telephone calls 
urging and in some cases demanding that 
we enact antilabor legislation. One of 
the leading financial angles of both these 
reactionary organizations is the steel 
monopoly. 

In yesterday's Washington Post, a full 
page advertisement revealed the fabulous 
and fantastic profits of major steel com
panies and their officials. This adver
tisement by the United Steelworkers of 
America revealed that United States 
Steel, Bethlehem, Republic National 
and eight other steel comp~ies made ~ 
profit in the first half of 1959-after 
taxes-the sum of $694,600,000 compared 
to a profit of $287 million-after taxes
in the first half of 1958. 

During the years from 1947 through 
1958, the steel industry operated at 87.1 
percent of capacity. During the first 6 
months of 1959, the steel industry oper
ated at 87.8 percent of capacity. This 
proves that these fantastic high profits 
of 1959 were made at normal operations. 

Fortunately, the Federal law required 
these facts to be revealed to the public. 
!n 2 years the steel industry has reduced 
1ts workers by 37,554. Profits per ton of 
steel have increased almost $27 since 
1947. United States Steel increased its 
prices 23 times since World War IT. 

NINETEEN OUT OF TWENTY-TWO STEEL 
EXECUTIVES 

Through the stock option "cover up" 
~bout 20 high steel executives reap profits 
m the millions without risking $1 invest
ment risk. After World War I, com
munistic agitators have infiltrated most 
of the steel unions in the country. If it 
had not been for the great work of Phil 
Murray, Dave McDonald, and their fel
low steel union officials, today the steel 
barons would be at a meeting with Soviet 
henchmen instead of American labor 
leaders. 

The American public is fast realizing 
that the present steel tieup is a manage
ment lockout instead of a workers strike 
The public is also realizing that sine~ 
negotiations started months ago, steel 
management has been adamant and have 
not collective bargained in good faith 
at any time during this period. 
T~ousands of steelworkers are today in 

a d1re economic condition. The steel 
barons have this year demonstrated the 
reason for Khrushchev repeating his 
stat.em~nt of last year in referring to 
capitalism, "We will bury you." 

Some congressional members are today 
wondering if the present lockout by steel 
management was strategically timed to 
prejudice public opinion on the pending 
labor management legislation. 

SPEAKER RAYBURN SUPPORTS THE 
COMMITTEE LABOR REFORM 
BILL 
Mr. U'IT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani .. 

mous consent that the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. ELLIOTT] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the REcORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the ~equest of the gentleman from Cali
forma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker as the 

sponsor who introduced the labo~ reform 
bill pa~stakingly drafted by the House 
Committee on Education and Labor 
it pleased me immensely to read in th~ 
press your statement in which you cor
r~ctly described the House committee 
bill as a strong antiracketeering meas .. 
ure. It has been my own view that the 
committee bill offers a reasonable com
promise which all reasonable men can 
support, and I believe your press confer
ence statement has done more to bring 
this issue into focus than anything that 
has occurred since the House committee 
finished its work. 

For the benefit of our colleagues I am 
inserting in the RECORD as part of my 
remarks the full text of your press con
ference statement on the labor reform 
issue: 
SPEAKER RAYBURN'S COMMENTS ON PROPOSED 

LABOR LEGISLATION, AUGUST 3, 1959 
I have said many, many times that leg

islation shouldn't be passed to punish some
body. It shouldn't be passed in heat or 
anger, and I am not accusing anybody of 
this on this bill. I don't think it does. It 
should be passed to bring about justice, f~tir 
play and equal opportunity, and that is my 
hope in the case of this labor b111. 

I am not for a bill that is antilabor; I am 
not for a bill that is anti-industry; I am not 
for a bill that is antianybody. I am for the 
kind of bill that I said I was for. 

There has been a great deal of talk about 
weak bills and strong bills. I am supporting 
the committee bill. 

I think it does a splendid job. 
It controls racketeering, hot cargo, and 

extortion or shakedown picketing. I might 
say there is not much difierence in the com
mittee bill and title I of the substitute 
which goes into control of racketeering and 
union democracy. 

Now, of course, secondary boycotts are 
already prohibited under the Taft-Hartley 
law, and the committee bill's strong provi
sion outlawing hot cargo clauses closes the 
main loophole in this law. There is a very 



15374 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE ~ August 10 

strong provision in the committee bill pro
hibiting shakedown picketing. A man guilty 
of shakedown picketing would be fined 
$10,000 and 20 years in the penitentiary. 

It also outlaws objectionable types of 
organizational picketing. 

I am as much against racketeering as any. 
body could be, and I would not support any 
bill that is not strong on antiracketeering. 
I .think the committee bill covers racketeer
ing in a fine fashion, and being for this 
provision, I can support the committee bill. 

statements of the bankers and big money 
boys. 

The cost to the taxpayer and to the 
Federal Government is even more stag
gering. In the past 5 years the national 
debt has increased less than 5 percent. 
Interests costs on that debt have risen by 
one-third and now run about $8.5 billion 
a year as against about $5 billion 
when the Eisenhower administration 
came in. 

In 1954 short-term money could be 
GH INTEREST RATE had by the Treasury for 1% percent. 

EFFECTS OF HI Recent costs for similar short-term 
-Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask Treasury obligations is about 4% per

unanimous consent that the gentleman cent. Another more frightening statis
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may ex- tic is that 90-day borrowings by the 
tend his remarks at this point in the Treasury have risen from 0.65 percent 
RECORD and to include extraneous to 3.4 percent in the same 5 years. 
matter. The automobile manufacturers and 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the unemployed workers in the city of 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- Detroit have an equally pressing concern 
homa? over this high interest rate hard money 

There was no objection. policy. Automobile sales are dampened 
Mr. DING ELL. Mr. Spealcer, the tight by the high interest rate in the same way 

money, high interest boys are getting that every other industry is depressed 
ready for another payoff to the banks. and repressed by this policy. 
This fall the rate for the Nation's lead- Another individual stricken by high 
ing corporations for short-term bank interest is the small businessman who 5 
loans is going to go to 5 percent. This years ago could borrow $50,000 for 2 years 
will be the highest interest rate in mod- for as little as 5 percent. Today his cost 
ern times for prime bank loans. Over for the same loan is 6 percent. To him 
and above this corporations will be gen- · the total interest on his loan has risen 
tly asked by banks. to keep :Part of their from $5,000 to $6,000 an extra borrowing 
loans on deposit, which will in effect cost of $1,000 which he must pass on to 
raise the cost of their total loan to well the consumer in the form of increased 
over 5 percent. prices. 

This is due in large part to the fact _This is the legacy of the high interest 
that the Federal Reserve System is slated hard money policy instituted by the 
to raise the interest rate on loans to Eisenhower administration when it first 
banks to 4 percent by sometime this fall. came to office in 1953. We are witness-

This would appear to be the reason ing the logical result of raising the inter
for the administration's urgent desire to est rate on Government securities from 
eliminate the 4%-percent ceiling on about 2% percent to 3% percent at a 
long-term Government obligations and time when 2% percent long-term Gov
to go to a virtually unlimited interest ernment bonds not only sold well but 
rate on the long-term Government often were traded at a premium. 
bonds. The people and taxpayers of this coun-

This same policy is going to raise the try should know what the Eisenhower 
cost of installment loans to unprece- administration has done to them all in a 
dented peaks and will raise costs to bor- · period of less than 8 short years. 
rowers for home loans, pw·chasers of 

in reading his newsletter to his con
stituents, dated August 7, which aptly 
evaluates the situation in which we now 
find ourselves. I therefore, undE-r unan
imous consent, include the newsletter of 
the gentleman from New Jersey in full 
at this point in the RECORD: 
NEWS RELEASE FROM . THE OFFICE OF CoN

GRESSMAN FRANK THOMPSON, JR., DEMO• 
CRAT, OF NEW JERSEY 
On August 11 the House will finally be

gin its debate on the controversial labor 
reform legislation. My vocabulary does not 
contain enough adjectives properly to de
scribe the heat which t~is subject has 
generated. The chairman of the House 
Rules Committee, HowARD SMITH, of Vir
ginia, has been quoted as saying, "We'll 
have a donnybrook." That gentleman put 
it mildly. 

In my report of last week I set forth 43 
items which the Kennedy-Elliott bill would 
accomplish in the labor reform field. These 
items represented simply an outline of the 
major provisions of the bill, the details of 
which were obviously impossible to set 
forth. It was an accurate listing, however, 
and it did include the questions of sec
ondary boycotts, blackmail picketing, and 
"hot cargo." 

On August 6, President Eisenhower pre
empted nationwide radio and television 
time and delivered a forceful 15-minute ad
dress on this subject. His speech was a 
great disappointment to me, not only be
cause he advocates tough, punitive labor 
legislation, but especially because it was 
oversimplified and inaccurate. This com
pllcated subject can scarcely be touched in 
so short a time and the President's speech
writer was obviously not so much an expert 
on labor matters as on politics. 

President Eisenhower was quite accurate 
in his statement that the American people 
want the crooks and racketeers cleaned out 
of our labor movement. Everyone--except 
Jimmy Hoffa and his ilk-will agree. La
bor's honest and most powerful voices are 
taking the lead in demanding .reform and, 
furthermore, they have proven their good 
faith by kicking Hoffa out of the AFL-CIO. 

The President chose the extreme "right" 
as his course in endorsing the Landrum
Griffin bill. Two hours later AFL-CIO 
President George Meany gave a radio ad
dress in which he took the opposite course 
and endorsed the Shelley bill. I cannot 

_ agree with either of these extremes. new automobiles, and for small business
men who must borrow to· meet business 
expenses, taxes, er improvements or ex
pansions on their businesses. 

AN ANSWER TO THE PRESIDENT General Eisenhower's speechviriter ap-
parently does not know that section 8(b) 
( 4) of the Taft-Hartley Act already im
poses stringent curbs on secondary boycotts, 
for, in reading it, Ike lamented the absence 
o:r ·a secondary boycott provision in the 
Kennedy-Ell1ott bill. As a matter of fact, 
section 705(a) of the Kennedy-Elliott bill 
does refer to secondary boycotts and closes 
the only loophole in Taft-Hartley by making 
illegal "hot cargo" contracts. It has been 
through this loophole that Hoffa has driven 
his trucks and men to such awesome and 
illegitimate power. 

We have no exact way of knowing 
precisely what this will cost the various 
classes of people in this country, -but 
we know that the typical home loan is 
now around 6 percent, against 5 percent 
a few years ago, and as little as 4 per
cent or 4% percent 10 years ago. 

The difference between 5 and 6 per
cent on a $20,000 mortgage for 20 years 
is the difference between $16,840 and 
$18,640, or an increase of some $1,800 in 
the cost of financing a house. 

Counties and cities which sold tax ex
empt bonds at 2% percent 5 years ago 
now pay 4% percent. The interest paid 
on a $10 million school bond issue 
at 2% percent is $5 million for 
20 years. At 4% percent the interest is 
$8.5 million. The difference is about 
$3.5 million to the taxpayers in the 
area, and is $3.5 million worth of 
classrooms and schools that will be 
denied the children of this country. 
However, that money will show up in the 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. O'HARA] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
REcoRD and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, the distinguished gentleman 
from New Jersey, Mr. FRANK THOMPSON, 
has labored long and effectively to ob
tain meaningful labor reform legislation. 
I am sure we are all aware of the role 
he has played in drafting and supporting 
the Kennedy-Elliott labor reform bill 
which was reported by his committee 
and on which the House will begin de
bate Tuesday. 

Because of the prominent part he has 
played and because of the respect I and 
the other Members of the House have for 
his ability and integrity, I know that the 
Members of the House will be interested 

The President's speech contained several 
errors such as I have cited above. This is 
unfortunate, since these errors picture the 
committee's work as weak when, in fact, 
the result is a strong and effective bill. 

Actually, the differences between the 
Kennedy-Elliott and Landrum-Grttlin bills 
are differences in degree only. The former 
is moderate, the latter murderous. It is in
teresting to note that 88 of the committee 
amendments to the Senate bill appear in 
the Landrum measure. This amounts to a 
silent tribute to the committee bill. 

If Ike's speech was powerful enough to 
cause the tough labor bill to pass, then 
many of us will look back to the days when 
he favored school construction and wish 
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that he had spoken out then. He did not, 
and the school construction bill was lpst. 

When the labor fight is over more than 2 
months of 15-hour workdays will end for 
me. It will have been worth the work and 
worry if Hoffa and the likes of him are the 
losers. Next week I hope to be able to re
port victory. ------
JAMES R. HOFFA SHOULD RESIGN 

Mr. KING of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KING of Utah. Mr. Speaker, to

day is the prelude to the storm which 
will be upon us tomorrow, when we com
mence our historic debate on the labor 
bill. 

It is my strong feeling that the best 
thing that could happen at this time 
would be the resignation of James R. 
Hoffa as president of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters. I make that 
statement for the reason that I feel that 
Mr. Hoffa has placed himself in a posi
tion in which it is impossible for him to 
further the best interests of the labor 
movement and of legitimate unionism. 

His name has become an anathema 
among the great majority of the non
union members of the American popula
tion. His continued presence as head of 
the largest and most powerful single 
union in this country, serves only to 
widen the breach between union and 
nonunion citizens. 

I feel that there is notmng that could 
better clear the atmosphere, and reas
sure the American people of the good 
intentions of American labor, than for 
Mr. Hoffa to resign. If his first interest 
is in the promotion of legitimate union
ism, then he surely cannot fail to perceive 
that he is now no longer in a position in 
which he can-serve that end. 

At this time, therefore, I do hereby 
publicly call upon Mr. James R. Hoffa to 
resign. I do so for the reason that this 
Nation will then be in a better position 
to see the labor problem in its true 
perspective. 

IMPORTS RISING-EXPORTS FALL· 
ING-OUR COMPANIES GOING 
ABROAD 
The SPEAKER. Under previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. BAILEY] is recognized 
for 60 minutes. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the time has come when we should 
pause long enough in our. other activi
ties to take another look at our domestic 
industrial situation as it is affected by 
our foreign-trade policy. 

It is a year s:lnce we passed a 4-year 
extension of the Trade Agreements Act; 
and much has happened since that time. 

With all due respect to the 85th Con
gress, I do not believe that we met the 
import problem confronting this country 
when we passed the last Trade Agree
ments Act. As I have said before, the 
problem is still here and getting worse. 

Many people who were previously in
different to the problem of import com-

petition are today concerned over it and 
over what it means to them. Notable 
among these are the iron and steel and 
the automobile industries. 

We face something today, Mr. 
Speaker, that was not yet so visible a 
year ago. It is now clear that we are at 
the mercy of import competition from 
many areas of the world. The question 
is often asked whether we have priced 
ourselves out of world markets. The 
fact is that in quite a number of products 
we have for some years been priced out 
of foreign markets while at the same 
time we have been an easy mark for im
port competition. In recent times the 
problem that has confronted many of 
our smaller industries has begun to lap 
at the feet of some of our mass produc
tion industries. These had generally 
been regarded as proof against foreign 
competition in spite of the high wages 
paid by them. Now we are finding even 
these great industries highly vulnerable. 

Mr. Speaker, history and our foreign 
economic policy have simply caught up 
with us. One of the elements that is 
present today that was merely on the 
way a while back is the higher produc
tivity of foreign producers. We helped 
them in many ways to improve their 
production. We even built plants for 
them, or at least helped them financially 
to do so. We received and herded 
through our plants thousands of produc
tivity teams from abroad. We extended 
technical assistance wherever our Mar
shall plan people could induce other 
countries to take it. 

What did we have in mind if not the 
very thing that has happened? We 
would be stupid indeed if we did not rec .. 
ognize our own handiwork. We asked 
for it in a score of different ways and 
we are getting repaid exactly as planned 
by our State Department. In spite of 
numerous protests they drove right 
ahead and even now are preparing for 
another tariff-slashing conference next 
year. This seems unbelievable but it is 
true. 

The State Department seems deter
mined to ruin industry after industry in 
this country to avoid the frowns of other 
countries. 

Now let us take a look at where we 
stand. 

The competitive situation with respect 
to imports is growing worse daily. In 
March of this year imports established a 
monthly record w1th imports of $1.3 bil
lion. In June even this record was 
broken. Imports rose to $1,360 million. 
This exceeded our nonmilitary exports. 

When our imports of merchandise ex
ceed our nonmilitary exports of mer
chandise, as l;lappened in June of this 
year, we are running up a heavy deficit 
in our total foreign account. This may 
pass the $4 billion mark this year. Last 
year the deficit in our total foreign 
account was $3.4 billion. 

Our exports have been declining for 
the last 18 months. The decline has 
reached about 30 percent. But for our 
heavy export subsidies and ,loreign eco
nomic a.id, our exports woald be still 
lower. 

What can we make of these trends? 
What do they mean?. 

Obviously the :flood of imports means 
that we have ripped away the tariff to a 
point so low that it no longer stops im
ports. Many of our industries are see
ing their domestic market overtaken 
increasingly by imports. In the case of 
sewing machines and watches the mar
ket is nearly gone. Our fisheries of New 
England and the tuna fisheries of the 
west coast have seen over half of the 
market go to imports. Other items have 
also been hard hit. Coal, lead and zinc, 
:fluorspar, some textiles and garments, 
stainless steel :flatware, hardwood ply
wood, silk, screws, spring clothespins, 
pottery, glassware, caps, knit gloves, 
bicycles, fishing tackle, and other man
ufactures are feeling the impact. Some 
items of iron and steel have suffered 
sharP setbacks from imports. Small 
automobiles from abroad have now cap
tured about 10 percent of our market. 

Meantime, many of our industries have 
seen their exports fall sharply. Exports 
of steel, which were far ahead of imports 
until a year ago are now exceeded by im
ports 2 to 1. Automobile exports have 
fallen 50 percent in the past 4 years. 
Imports now exceed exports several times 
over in number of cars. Our coal exports 
have also dropped sharply. 

If these great mass production indus
tries are finding import competition be
yond their power to meet, while seeing 
their exports shrink, we can readily ap
preciate the more difficult situation in 
which many smaller industries find 
themselves. 

The reason for all this foreign com
petitive advantage, of course, is to be 
found in the lower wages paid in other 
countries. These wages have not come 
up in proportion to the increased pro
ductivity that has come to other coun
tries as a result or the tens of billions of 
dollars worth of modem machinery they 
have installed, much of it paid for by us. 

The labor unions in other countries 
are relatively weaker in bargaining with 
their employers than those in this coun
try. This would indicate that the differ
ential in labor costs here and abroad will 
not soon be closed, but may even widen. 
At this point I include in my remarks 
pertinent parts of an article appearing in 
the Wall Street Journal on this subject. 
These excerpts follow: 
UNUSUAL UNIONs-EUROPE'S LABOR GROUPS 

STRESS POLITICS, LEAN LESS ON PAY BAR• 
GAINING-A LOOK AT AUTO F'mMS SHOWS 
WHY WAGES ARE LIKELY TO STAY BELOW 
U.S. LEVELS-FIAT Is "LIKE A FATHER" 

(By Dan Cordtz) 
TuRIN, ITALY.-"Collective bargaining? In 

the Italian auto industry, there isn't any. 
Fiat just gives everything to the workers
like a father." 

This bitter comment comes from Secondo 
Perroni, secretary of the Italian Metalworkers 
Federation. His union is one of the three 
major labor organizations which represent 
workers. of Fiat Co., builder of 90 percent of 
Italy's motor vehicles. 

Although the situation he describes 1s not 
in every respect typical of Europe's bustling 
auto plants, it points up a fact of significance 
to American car manufacturers and other 
U.S. producers who already are feeling the 
pressure of lower foreign wage rates. 

For there is not, in Europe's auto plants or 
1n most other European 1ndustries, anything 
resembling the tough, two-sided collective 
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bargaining between the United Auto Workers 
and the Big Three of the U.S. auto industry. 
As a result, Europe's lower wage rates, a man
agement talking point in the current steel 
talks in the United States, are not likely to 
be eliminated as a big competitive factor in 
the near future. 

THE UPPER HAND 

There are, of course, considerable differ
ences of detail in the labor situations in vari
ous countries. In some, organized labor's 
influence in politics and even on wages at 
the national level is pronounced. But a look 
at the European auto industry shows why, 
it is generally true that management-to a 
degree long since forgotten in the United 
States-holds the upper hand in dealing with 
its workers. 

Even in France's government-owned Regie 
Nationale des Usines Renault, generally re
garded as Europe's most liberal automotive 
employer, a top labor relations executive 
states frankly, "We decide what wages we 
are going to pay and then tell the unions." 

One result of this situation, as American 
car makers know only too well, is a general 
wage level far below that of the United States. 
A typical Fiat worker, for example, earns less 
than $100 a month. His American counter
part gets as much in a week. In England, 
employees of Vauxhall Motors, Ltd., General 
Motors Corp.'s subsidiary, average about $175. 
And workers generally put in more than the 
American's 40 hours a week. 

NO NARROWING OF THE GAP 

"Our wages are going to continue to rise," 
says Dr. Heinz Nordhoff, president of Volks
wagen, "but yours are going up about as 
fast. I don't foresee any narrowing of the 
wage gap very soon." 

Since 1950, average hourly wages in U.S. 
auto plants have risen 53 percent-a rate 
exceeded in Europe only by Germany's ap
proximately 80 percent. But Germany, of 
course, started from a depressed base. In 
Italy, at the other extreme, auto wages have 
gone up only 36 percent in the same interval. 

Why, in countries where the union move
ment predates that of the United States, has 
labor been so ineffective in boosting wages 
in such an efficient and prosperous industry 
as automobiles? There seem to be four 
principal reasons: 

The structure of the unions themselves: 
the form which collective bargaining usually 
takes; the concept of a union's function and 
proper means of action; and, finally, the 
basic attitude of most workers. 

To begin with, there is no counterpart of 
the UAW in any of Europe's auto-producing 
nations. Auto workers are represented either 
by a multiplicity of craft-oriented unions 
(as in England, where 22 unions are recog
nized in the Dagenliam plant of Ford Motor 
Co., Ltd.) or, more frequently, by huge, all
inclusive labor organizations whose member
ship takes in all metalworking industries. 

Some companies do not participate in asso
ciation bargaining. But with the wage pat
tern for great numbers of workers deter
mined by the national or industrywide 
agreements, their own action usually is con
ditioned by what has been won in the other 
plants. 

The broad agreements, moreover, are usu
ally written witt. l;he interests of the asso
ciation's smallest, least-efficient producers in 
mind. In such cases, once the unions have 
settled for relatively little, nearly ~11 pres
sure is removed from nonmember firms to 
do better. 

Complains Chasles Levinson, secretary of 
the automotive division of the International 
Metalworkers Federation in Geneva: "We are 
prepared to accept national bargaining on 
minimum wages and working hours. But 
this must be completed at the company level 
in terms of actual wages, fringe benefits, 
working conditions, and grievance proce-

dures." Up to now, except in a few · in
stances, this has not been done. 

Where companies do improve on the mini
mums, their actions are nearly always the 
result of corporate policy-not union pres
sure. Thus Fiat pays SO-percent higher wage 
rates than required under the national con
tract for the metalworking industry-but, as 
Mr. Perroni says, it grants such improve
ments "like a father." Similarly Renault, 
whose own contract is so much more liberal 
than that of the rest of the French metal
working industry that it has drawn heated 
criticism from other employers, hardly was 
responding to labor muscle when it wrote its 
terms. 

This identification between union and 
political goals has a twofold result: Members 
are more likely to look to the Government
rather than collective bargaining-for their 
objectives. And whatever objectives are 
sought, they are likely to apply to all work
ers, not just those in a particuarly favored 
industry. · 

A FETISH FOR POLITICAL SOLUTIONS 

"European unions," charges Victor REmth· 
er, head of the UAW's international depart
ment, "have made a fetish of seeking politi
cal solutions to what are essentially eco
nomic problems." The solutions usually 
have been vast new schemes of social benefits 
for all workers, rather than higher wages in 
industries which could afford them. And, 
Mr. Levinson asserts, "this is fine if you're 
sick or unemployed, but it doesn't make 
buyers for automobiles.'' 

State-furnished social benefits in Italy, 
for example, are estimated by Fiat omcials to 
increase the average worker's income by 40 
percent-with company provided fringe 
benefits boosting it still more. 

The political obsession mentioned by Mr. 
Reuther accounts for another bargaining 
weakness of Europe's unions-their concept 
of the strike as a protest directed toward 
the Government rather than a means of 
'bringing economic pressure to bear on a 
given company or industry. 

"By European standards," says Mr. Levin
son, "unions in the United States are strike 
happy. Over here they just don't under
stand the technique of shutting down a 
plant and keeping it shut down until their 
demands are met." One important reason, 
explains Victor Feather, assistant general sec
retary of the British Trades Union Congress, 
is the organization's breadth of membership. 
"We can't go pulling 2.5 million men out for 
long," he says. "It would wreck the whole 
country." ; 

The lower costs . prevailing abroad in 
many lines of manufacture has attracted 
billions of dollars in private American 
capital investment. The total amount of 
direct private investment has more than 
doubled since 1950, having moved from 
some $12 billion in 1950 to more than 
$27 billion today, book value. It is safe 
to say that no less than 2 million peo
ple are employed directly in these enter
prises abroad and as many more indi
rectly. 

That this is a co:;.1servative estimate 
may be judged from the estimate made 
by the chairman of the board of the Gen
eral Telephone & Electronics Corp. be
fore the American Chamber of Com
merce, Brussels, Belgium, June 30, 1959. 
He cited our Department of Commerce 
as putting at approximately $30 billion 
the sales produced abroad by our direct 
foreign investments. 

Compare this $30 billion in sales with 
our exports of $16 or $17 billion which 
are estimated to give rise to 3 million 
jobs directly and indirectly in this coun-

try. Therefore, the sales of $30 billion 
made by our foreign investments should 
give rise to some 5 million jobs abroad. 

More and more of our export indus
tries and some of those that have been 
hard hit by imports are opening plants 
abroad or buying going concerns or, in 
other instances, licensing fore.ign manu
facture under U.S. patents. If this trend 
continues, more and more of the jobs 
that would otherwise open up in this 
country will open abroad. This is not 
all. Some of the products previously 
manufactured here and providing em
ployment to our workers will be im
ported, thus throwing out of work em
ployees who otherwise would remain on 
the payroll. 
· That the trend ·will continue as long 
as the present unbalanced situation con
tinues goes without saying. As long as 
it will be possible to produce goods more 
cheaply abroad it will be in the financial 
·interest of our manufacturers who pro
duce for exports to take advantage of 
low foreign wages. This enables them to 
hold their foreign markets, many of 
which are shrinking today. 

Companies that do not produce for ex
port but that are vulnerable to import 
competition are often driven to impor
tation as a means of holding their share 
of the domestic market. 

I have here a listing of some of the 135 
American :firms in Holland that represent 
American companies. This is taken 
from an advertisement in the Wall 
Street Journal. The list follows: 

Since June 1955 more American firms have 
begun subsidiary operations in Holland. As 
of January 1, 1959, the following U.S. com
panies are among the 135 firms representing 
American industry in Holland: 

The Airetool Manufacturing Co. 
American Home Products Corp. 
AMP, Inc. 
Arabian American Oil Co. 
Archer-Daniels-Midland Co. 
Armour Research Foundation. 
Automatic Poultry Feeder Co. 
Avery Adhesive Label Corp. 
Badger Manufacturing Co. 
The Black & Decker Manufacturing Co. 
B. & J. Manufacturing co. 
The Borden Co. 
California Texas Corp. 
The Cincinnati Milling Machine Co. 
Clayton Manufacturing Co. 
The Coca-Cola Export Corp. 
The Coleman Co., Inc. 
Controls Co. of America. 
Helene Curtis Industries, Inc. 
Curtiss-Wright Corp. 
A. B. Dick Co. 
The Dobeckmun Co. (a division of the Dow 

Chemical Co.). 
The Dow Chemical Co. 
Fairchild Camera & Instrument Co. 
Friden, Inc. 
The Fusite Corp. 
The General Tire & Rubber Co. 
Hall-Sears. 
Frederick R. Harris, Inc. 
H. J. Heinz Co . . 
Hewitt-Robins, Inc. 
Hill & Knowlton, Inc. 
Hollam Rubber & Plastic Corp. 
Homestead Valve Manufacturing Co. 
Hunter Douglas International Corp. 
Hyster Co. 
IBM World Trade Corp. 
Industrial Models, Inc. 
Kresno-Stamm Manufacturing Co., (Amer• 

lca), Inc. 
A. LeComte Co., Inc. 
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Lockwood Grade~ Corp. 

· ooflland Bros., Co. 
E. J. Longyear Co. 
The Lummus Co. 
Merck Sharp & Dohme International. 
Metals & Controls Corp. 
Mid-Continent Supply Co., Inc. 
Minneapolis-Honeywell Regulator Co. 
Monroe Calculating Machine Co. 
The New York Times. 
Nicholson File Co. 
Printing Developments, Inc. . 
The Reader's Digest Association, Inc. 
Reed Roller Bit Co. 
Remington Rand (division of Sperry Rand 

Corp.). 
Royal McBee Corp. 
W. A. Sheaffer Pen Co. 
Shulton, Inc. 
Sparkler Manufacturing Co. 
Standard Oil Co. (N.J.) 
Stoner-Mudge Co., a division of American 

Marietta Co. · 
Texas Instruments, Inc. 
Textile Machine Works. 
The Thew Shovel Co. 
Tokheim Corp. 
Tracerlab, Inc. 
United-Greenfield Corp. 
Universal Corrugated Box MachinerY. Corp. 
U.S. Polymeric Chemicals, Inc. 
Valvair Corp. · 
Vapor Heating Co. 
Vapor International Corp., Ltd. 
Vick Chemical Co. 
Weekly Publications, Inc. (Newsweek). 
Wlspese International, Inc. 
Woodward Governor Co. 

LOW PRODUCTION COSTS 

Dutch workers have a high productive rate 
1n proportion to wage scales. 

Detailed literature is available without ob
ligation or cost. 

NETHERLANDS INDUSTR_IAL. fNSTITUTE. 
NEW YoRK, N.Y. . 

Familiar names in this list are H. J. 
Heinz Co., ffiM World Trade Corp., 
General Tire & Rubber Co., the Dow 
Chemical Co., the Borden Co., the Coca
Cola Export Corp., Minneapolis-Honey
well Regulator Co., Remington Rand, 
Monroe Calculating Machine Co., and 
others. 

The advertisement says "Dutch work
ers have a high productive rate in pro
portion to wage scales." This is the real 
bait held out. · 

Broader lists would apply to other Eu
ropean countries, particularly Britain, 
West Germany, and France, but I do not 
have such lists on hand that are up to 
date. 

There is of course no objection to 
American industries operating abroad 
for the purpose of supplying this coun
try with raw materials that we do not 
produce here or produce in sufficient 
quantity; nor if they promote the indus
trialization of foreign countries in order 
to supply their own wants rather than 
shipping goods here in competition with 
domestic producers. 

I am concerned, however, and we 
should all be concerned over the con
ditions at home that drive our capital to 
other countries in order to protect it
self against foreign competition. In
stead of encouraging this we should look 
at the home front and determine what 
is wrong and then do something about 
it. It should not be difficult to learn 
what it is that causes our industries 
to seek foreign investment outlets. 

Some do it because the raw materials 
they produce exist abroad, such as 

minerals. Some seek to develop produc
tion of tropical products, and that can 
be done only by going to the Tropics and 
investing there. Others have a long
term foreign investment policy as a sup
plement to domestic investment. My 
concern is with those that go abroad 
because of the competitive situation, 
that is, because our costs are higher and 
they are losing foreign markets. I do 
not blame the companies. I blame our 
national foreign trade policy for its 
roadblocks against import regulation by 
tariffs and quotas. 

There can be no question that many 
of the firms that have recently gone 
abroad and that are contemplating do
ing so would remain at home if they 
were properly protected against the im
port competition that threatens them. 
In other words, if the investment cli
mate here were as attractive as it is 
abroad they would remain here and do 
their expanding and their hiring of ad
ditional workers here rather than over
seas. 

When these firms go abroad they may 
indeed protect their capital; but their 
workers do not share a dime of the 
profits made abroad. Their suppliers in 
this country do not supply the materials 
and the parts used in the foreign opera
tions. These come from foreign sources. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. I am sure the gentleman 

is aware of the fact that the New Eng
land fishing industry is prostrate in large 
measure because of foreign imports. 

There is a bill coming to the House 
floor from the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries which will estab
lish a precedent. This bill will provide 
certain relief. In this case, the fishing 
industry of New England has gone to the 
Tariff Commission, has twice been up
held by the Tariff Commission under the 
escape clause provision, and the Presi
dent has twice overturned the Tariff 
Commission. This bill provides in spe
cific language that under those circum
stances the New England fishing industry 
can come to the U.S. Treasury for out
right subsidies to build trawlers to take 
the place of the trawlers, not to take the 
place of them but to put into operation 
trawlers that the industry cannot build 
today because they have not the capit~l 
to do it. This is an unprecedented bill 
and will establish a precedent. 

Mr. BAILEY. I am glad the gentleman 
from Iowa has called attention to this 
legislation. I knew about it, but I did not 
know that it was coming exactly in the 
nature of a subsidy. I would, of course, 
be critical of trying to break up the com
bination right now that will force pro
tection for all American industries by 
treating them individually. That is the 
trouble now. It is the subsidy granted 
the sugar industry of Louisiana under 
the Agricultural Act, the farm products 
are going abroad. Did you ever hear of 
a subsidy going to an industrial firm 
before? 

Mr. GROSS. It is going to industrial 
firms. 

Mr. BAILEY. That will be a new prece
dent, and I assure the gentleman from 
Iowa that as far as I am concerned I am 

going to look it over with a pretty critical 
eye. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Tilinois. 

Mr. MASON. Does the gentleman 
know that a bill, H.R. 5, is now in our 
committee with good prospect of being 
voted out and brought to the floor for 
consideration which would further add to 
our troubles, in that it will give all of 
these 3,000 American firms a 14-percent 
favor on their income tax? It would 
lower their 52 percent down to 38 per
cent and favor investments to provide 
jobs abroad, and not favor investments 
here to provide jobs for our own people. 

Mr. BAILEY. I thank the gentleman. 
If he will be kind enough to wait until I 
get down to that, I am paying my re
spects to H.R. 5 and the sponsor of that 
type of legislation. 

When foreign cars are imported, even 
though manufactured abroad by General 
Motors, Ford, or Chrysler, not only the 
automobile worker in Detroit is bypassed. 
Even now he can see the foreign cars 
freighted up the St. Lawrence Seaway 
while some of his brethren are out on the 
street unemployed; but the autoworker 
is not alone. The steelworker in Pitts
burgh does not make the ~teel that goes 
into the imported car. The glassworker 
in Toledo does not make the glass and 
the rubber worker in Akron does not 
make the tires. 

The companies that have their capital 
employed in Europe may get a good re
turn on their capital but these profits re
main a long way from the pockets of the 
auto, steel, and glassworkers in this 
country. 

And what of the companies in this 
country that supply the Detroit car man
ufacturers with parts, such as batteries, 
spark plugs, carburetors, paint, fuel 
pumps, gears, screws, and the materials 
such as copper, aluminum, and steel and 
hundreds of other items? When the fin
ished cars come in they already contain 
all these parts and materials. The do
mestic parts manufacturers and their 
workers can only look on; and the same 
goes for the miners of copper ore, lead, 
iron ore, and other raw materials. 

These people in turn will buy fewer 
cars made in Detroit or anywhere else. 

The same is true in the case of office 
equipment, much of which is now being 
made abroad by American capital. In 
1958 for the first time, just as is now 
happening in steel, our imports of office 
machinery exceeded our exports. The 
Burroughs Co., ffiM, Royal-McBee, 
Marchand, and others operate manu
facturing facilities abroad. Some of 
their output is now coming into the 
United States; but that is not our total 
loss. Whereas they previously manUfac
tured here for export, they now do more 
and more of their exporting from abroad 
while also supplying foreign markets in 
Europe from plants established within 
European countries. 

Mr. Speaker, there is another reason 
why our companies go abroad. This was 
well stated by the president of Merck 
& Co., a pharmaceutical manufacturer. 
He is quoted in an article entitled "For
eign Operations of U.S. Corporations" in 
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the June 1959, issue of the magazine 
Trusts and Estates, as follows: 

In and of themselves, international opera
tions do not diminish the job opportunities 
in our U.S. plants. We no longer are able 
to conduct our international business oper
ations solely by exporting products made 
in the United States. By now most foreign 
countries have adopted import quotas or 
import restrictions or have imposed import 
taxes to such an extent that the only prac
tical answer is to have our own production, 
marketing, and other activities located in 
those countries. 

What does this mean? For 25 years 
we have been cutting our tariffs and yet 
"by now most foreign countries have 
adopted import quotas" and so forth, 
to such an extent that American manu
facturers must operate from within those 
countries if they want to supply a share 
of the market. Do you want further 
proof that our trade agreements are a 
one-way street? 

This is a powerful commentary on the 
effectiveness of our State Department in 
lowering world-trade barriers, which has 
been their constant and echoing cry. 
While we have shorn our tariff by 80 
percent on the average other countries 
by now have adopted import quotas or 
import restrictions to such an extent 
that the only practical answer is to in
vest within those countries. 

The president of Merck & Co. says 
that "in and of themselves, international 
operations do not diminish the job op
portunities in our U.S. plants." 

What he means, no doubt, is that his 
company does not ship back to this 
country. What can, however, be said is 
that the conditions in the United States 
in point of competitive disadvantage 
plus the restrictions to our exports 
abroad, do indeed diminish employment 
in the United States when our firms are 
driven to opening up abroad. 

What a picture this draws of our for
eign trade policy. We have stripped our
selves of defense against import compe
tition while our costs have risen. We 
have done this in the face of rising for
eign restrictions against our exports and 
the fast developing manufacturing tech
nology abroad which has run ahead of 
foreign wages and therefore increased 
the competitive advantage over us. ~ 

Now there are those who would stimu
late still further the running away of 
our manufacturers by giving them a tax 
incentive for going abroad. To me this 
is upside-down reasoning totally con
trary to what is needed. 

In this connection, it might be well · 
to call attention to H.R. 5 now before 
the House Ways and Means Committee. 
This bill is sponsored by the . "Wendell 
Willkie of the Bayou," Congressman 
BoGGS, of Louisiana. It is truly a "one 
world" gesture far beyond the fondest 
dreams of the Hoosier statesman who 
sought the Presidency in 1940. 

In order to induce more American 
companies to invest in factories abroad, 
his bill would exempt them from the 
payment of income tax on their foreign 
earnings for a period of 5 years and, 
at the end of this 5-year handout, 
they would be allowed to pay corporate 
income tax at the rate of 42 percent an
nually, while legitimate American con-

cerns would still pay the 52 percent pro
vided in the present tax law. 

Is that what the gentleman from Illi
nois was complaining about? 

Mr. MASON. That is exactly what I 
am complaining about. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I include 
here, with the permission of the editor, 
an article appearing in U.S. News & 
World Report of July 6. Itl is entitled 
"Story of a Million Jobs 'Exported' From 
United States." 

While the estimate of 1 million jobs 
exported is very low unless it refers to 
the past few years only and not to the 
whole period since we began investing 
abroad, the article nevertheless throws 
much needed light on the emigration of 
our companies overseas. Found men
tioned in the article are many well
known companies, quite a number of 
which are also found in the list of 
American companies operating in 

·Holland: 
[From U.S. News & World Report, July 6, 

1959] 
STORY OF A MILLION JOBS "EXPORTED" FROM 

UNITED STATES 

In the years since World War II, American 
business has invested more than $27 billion 
in factories, oil wells, mines, and other en
terprises in foreign lands. 

These American billions are estimated to 
have created more than 1 million jobs over
seas. They are part of a fiow of dollars 
abroad that has turned a dollar shol'ltage 
throughout the world into an abundance of 
dollars that is causing concern in the United 
States. 

More than 3,000 American companies have 
operations outside the United States. Busi
ness done by these branches or subsidiaries 
in countries abroad last year amounted to 
about $30 billion-almost twice as much as 
the value of goods exported commercially by 
U.S. companies in the same period. 

What accounts for the growing interest of 
American business in establishing or ex
panding operations in countries outside the 
United States? 

To get a broad view of what is happening, 
U.S. News & World Report surveyed an 1m· 
portant segment of U.S. industry. This sur
vey disclosed the many reasons that moti
vate American companies in decisions toes
tablish or expand foreign operations. 

Lower wages are one factor. Markets that 
often are expanding more rapidly abroad 
than in the United States are an attraction. 
Desire to overcome tariff and quota barriers 
and to get inside the new Common Market 
in Europe has its effect in convincing com
panies to move overseas. 

The following examples illustrate the 
trend in business today. 

TYPEWRITERS 

It soon will be possible to choose among 
a number of typewriters made overseas but 
bearing the names of American 1manufac
turers. Each will be priced considerably 
lower than American-made machines bearing 
the same names. ' 

Royal McBee Corp., of Port Chester, N.Y., 
now has three manufacturing plants in Hol
land, is building a fourth. Total employ
ment in the four factories .wm be 1,600. 
Another plant, in Italy, makes accounting 
equipment. 

Royal plans to import a lightweight, port
able typewriter from Holland to compete 
in this country with rising sales of port
ables made by Italian, Swiss, German, and 
Japanese firms. 

The Royal McBee import will cost about 
$75, as compared with the selling price of 
$145 for its American-made counterpart, 
which is slightly larger. 

From Britain will come a similar portable 
made by Smith-Corona Marchant, Inc., with 
home offices in Syracuse, N.Y. This com
pany recently purchas.!d the firm of British 
Typewriters, Ltd., in order to compete with 
foreign portables sold in this country. Its 
labor costs in the British plant are estimated 
at about 70 cents an hour. 

Remington Rand International is another 
American firm that ls expanding its exten
sive foreign operations, in which it has in
vested nearly $36 m111ion. It has 23,000 
workers in 29 oversea plants around the 
globe. Latest venture of this firm is an 
agreement with a Japanese company to 
make business machines for the Far Eastern 
market. 

Remington portable typewriters made in 
Holland are flowing into the United States 
at the rate of a few hundred a month. Some 
standard typewriters produced in Scotland 
also are imported. 

Another American firm that makes type
writers abroad, the Underwood Corp., reports 
that its plant in Britain is "bursting its 
seams, and expansion of our facilities there 
is under consideration." The output of this 
factory is sold ln the European market. 

Underwood earlier this year opened a new 
factory in Italy ·vhat turns out adding ma
chines and may produce a standard type
writer for the U.S. market. It also bought 
a factory in Germany that makes addressing 
machines. · 

All four typewriter firms are banking on 
their oversea operations to keep them com
petitive-both in the foreign market and at 
home. 

OFFICE EQUIPMENT 

Many American firms that make office 
equipment are busily expanding their opera
tions in Europe. 

The National Cash Register Co. has plants 
in Britain, Germany, France, Switzerland, 
Sweden, Brazil, and Japan which employ a 
total of about 7,300. 

In Holland, Friden, Inc., of San Leandro, 
Calif., makes calculators and billing ma
chines, is about to add a full line of prod
ucts. Some office-equipment parts made in 
Holland are to be exported to the United 

·States for use in assembling Friden's domes-
tic products. The company estimates that 
its labor costs abroad are about one-third 
of U.S. costs. · 

The Burroughs Corp., of Detroit, has 
just bought a plant in France, where 
it will employ 600 people in the manufac
ture of adding machines. These will be 
sold only in the European Common Market 
area, according to present plans. 

Burroughs officials say that expansion of 
the company's foreign operations has en
abled it to increase some types of exports. 
If France, for example, can buy Burroughs
made adding machines for francs instead of 
dollars, it is able to order for dollar pur
chase more complex machines, such as large 
computers, made in the United States. 

A veteran of foreign operations, Inter
national Business Machines, has 25,850 em
ployees in 22 plants in 18 countries. Addi
tions to plants in Germany, France, and Italy 
now are going up. A large new factory is 
under construction in Holland, and others 
are being built in Japan and Argentina. 

IBM's oversea branches make punchcard 
equipment computers, and electric type
writers. At this time, none of these prod· 
ucts or components comes into the Amerl· 
can market as an import. 

In a few months, the Minnesota Min1ng & 
ManUfacturing Co., of St. Paul, will begin 
making recording tapes and other office sup· 
plies in a new plant in South Africa. Com
pany officials also are looking for suitable 
property in Italy, to build a factory with an 
initial investment of $750,000. 

Throughout the entire industry large and 
small companies are maneuvering to get es· 
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tablished overseas and to share in the ~uc-
cresses of these pioneers. . . 

WATCHES 

In Japan, the average wage for workers 
in ~he precision industries-making watches, 
radws, cameras, and optical instruments
is $46 a month. 

The Hamilton Watch Co., of Lancaster, Pa., 
recently signed an agreement with a Japa
nese fi rm. This company, borrowing Hamil
ton's know-how, will make quality watches 
for sale throughout the world. In turn, 
Hamilton gets sole distribution rights within 
the United States. 

The Japanese manufacturer hopes to reach 
an output of 20,000 watches a month, 40 
percent of which will be shipped to Hamil
ton for sale in this country. This comes to 
96,000 watches a year. The remainder will 
be sold in Japan, southeast Asia, and other 
foreign markets. 

Hamilton also has just purchased a factory 
in Switzerland, where movements will be 
made for Hamilton watches. The Swiss sub
sidiary in addition will make a full line of 
watches to b~ marketed under another name. 
It employs about 250. 

Another American firm, the Elgin National 
Watch Co., leases a small factory in Switzer
land for the manufacture and assembly of 
watch movements. This venture will permit 
Elgin to import some components of its 
watches at lower prices than previously. 

The U.S. Time Corp., another big manufac
turer, has taken over two German firms 
t~at, between them, make 1.2 million watch 
movements a year. U.S. Time plants in Ger
many, England, and France now employ a 
total of 3,700. All movements for the com
pany's low-priced watches sold in the United 
States, however, are made in the United 
States. 

All major watchmakers in the United 
States, whether or not they have manufac
turing facilities abroad, depend heavily on 
movements purchased in Switzerland, where 
average wage rates of 60 cents an hour are 
about one-fourth the U.S. rate. 

SEWING MACHINES 

In 1958 Americans purchased from Britain 
$3 million worth of sewing machines-most 
of them made by a subsidiary of the Singer 
Manufacturing Co. Singer is the only large 
producer of sewing machines left in the 
United States. 

A low-priced machine, called the Spartan, 
1s being made by Singer in Scotland to sell 
for $69.50 in the United States. It was in
troduced about a year ago to compete with 
foreign-made machines, mostly Japanese, 
which sell for as low as $49.50. The British 
machine is made by labor that is paid about 
$1 an hour. 

Singer has had plants in Britain, Germany, 
Italy, and France for many years. The com
pany is now constructing a plant in Turkey, 
and is starting manufacturing in Australia 
and Mexico. It also has a part interest in 
a company in Japan, but the machines made 
there are not sent to this country for sale. 

Singer has quite definitely cut back 
manufacturing activities in the United 
States mostly of its cheaper models, a com
pany spokesman said. No plants have been 
closed, but employment is down-a trend 
the company attributes to increased auto
mation, reduction in the number of models 
and greater use of common parts. 

Since .1949, employment at Singer's larges.t 
American plant, at Elizabethport, N.J., has 
dropped from 9,000 to less than 5,000. 

AUTOS 
Alongside a highway that links Melbourne 

and Sydney, in Australia, a $25 million auto
motive plant is rising. The name on the 
building is Ford. When construction is 
completed, this Australian subsidiary of the 
Ford Motor co:, will employ 2,750 workers 
and will turn out 200 vehicles a day. 

This is but one example of. how American 
automakers-hit by falling exports-are in
creasing production abroad to keep sales and 
profits up. 

Ford also plans to make trucks in Argen
tina. Cost of a new plant to be built soon 
in Buenos Aires is estimated at $15 million. 
It will employ 1,200 workers. 

At Sao Jose, in Brazil, a new General 
Motors truck plant is nearing completion. 
The average number of persons employed by 
GM's oversea division increased from 
97,000 in 1957 to 107,000 in 1958. The com
pany's net investment outside the United 
States and Canada at the end of last year 
was $330.5 million. 

Chrysler Corp., last year bought a 25-
percent interest in Simca, a French auto 
manufacturer, and plans to increase its 
holdings. Recently, Chrysler announced 
that it is studying a plan for making auto 
parts in Mexico. Later, it hopes to produce 
12,000 . Simca and Chrysler-line cars a year 
there. 

At the same time, Detroit's Big Three have 
raised their sights on the share of the 
American market set aside for the cars they 
make overseas. 

General Motors, with two entries, plans to 
import 40,000 of its German-made Opels and 
24,000 British-made Vauxhalls this year. In 
1958, combined sales of the two cars in this 
country totaled just under 33,000. 

Ford's goal is 44,000 sales of its English 
Fords and German-made Taunus cars in the 
United States this year-an increase of 
about 2,000 over 1958. 

Chrysler, a late starter in the import 
business, shipped about 12,800 Simcas to this 
country from September through Decem
ber last year. It is aiming for 50,000 sales 
this year. 

A glance at comparative wages of auto
workers here and abroad shows the com
petitive advantage of manufacturing in Eu
rope. In Britain, the average hourly pay 
in the. auto industry is $1.26. In Germany, 
it is 69 cents; in France, a little higher. 
The average American autoworker is paid 
$2.66 an hQur-plus fringe benefits. 

TmES 

The boom in foreign-car sales is a major 
factor in the expansion plans of American 
rubber companies with oversea operations. 
Many of these cars are equipped with small
diameter tires made by U.S. firms abroad, 
and tire imports are growing as the need 
for replacements arises in this country. 

One of the companies that exports tires to 
the United States is the General Tire & Rub
ber Co., which has plants in 18 foreign coun
tries, including Canada. Its principal prod
ucts are tires and tubes, plus some plastics 
and tiles. 

. The B. F. Goodrich Co. has new plants 
under construction or planned in Brazil, 
Australia, and Iran. A synthetic-rubber 
factory in Holland is scheduled to get into 
production this summer. 

More than $18 million is being poured 
into a building and expansion program over
seas by the Firestone Tire & Rubber Co. 
Major areas for this expansion are Argentina, 
Brazil, Venezuela, India, Portugal, and Ger
many. All told, Firestone has 15,000 factory 
employees in 17 countries abroad. 
T~e United States Rubber Co. recently 

acquired a majority interest in one of the 
largest rubber companies in Germany. It 
also has manufacturing facilities in Belgium 
and France to feed Europe's growing demand 
for tires. 

One of the biggest new plants in France-
costing. $7 m1111on-is to be built for the 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. This firm al
re'ady is making tires and tubes 1n 29 for• 
eign countries. 

In all, these investments by American 
rubber companies are helping to strengthen 
tl:re economies of many lands. 

FOOD 

The largest single manufacturing plant 
ever built in Britain at one time was opened 
this spring by an American firm-the H. J. 
Heinz Co. It is one of several Heinz facili
ties in Britain that employ more than 7,500 
workers to turn out a full line of the com
pany's famous "57 varieties" of food. 

The largest food-processing plant in Aus
tralia also is a Heinz plant. It was opened 
in 1955. 

In Holland, Heinz purchased a Dutch 
company a year ago and recently started 
shipping food from there under the Heinz 
label. It is investigating the possibilities 
of opening other plants in Europe and South 
America. 

The president of the Borden Co. i.s plan
ning a trip to Europe this summer to look 
for areas in which to expand. Borden al
ready is producing dried milk in Holland 
and Denmark. 

Borden has cut down the volume of U.S. 
production for export. It closed two plants 
in this country because dried milk couldn't 
be produced at a price low enough to export 
at a profit. 

These are but two of a number of Ameri
can firms that are expanding their food
processing operations throughout the world. 

DRUGS 

In at least one field, that of pharmaceuti
cal products, expansion of overseas opera
tions has been a boon to related areas of 
U.S. industry. The demand for basic ma
terials produced in this country and shipped 
to foreign plants for processing has resulted 
in increased production at home. · 

Typical of the growth of American phar
maceutical firms abroad is the experience of 
Parke, Davis & Co., of Detroit. This com
pany is rapidly expanding its manufactur
ing and distributing facilities tn foreign 
countries because of the high cost of ex
ports, its president, Harry J. Loynd, said 
recently. 

"We can't compete in foreign trade so long 
as our hourly wages continue to grow," he 
said. Mr. Loynd cited wages in Germany, 
for example, as being only one-fourth of 
those in the United States. 

Parke, Davis has built or has under con
struction new plants in Belgium, Italy, 
Spain, SOuth Africa, Australia, Puerto Rico, 
Brazil, Colombia, Argentina, and Chile. Its 
British plant has been in operation since 
before 1900, and now employs more than 
1,500 people. 

All told, the firm has close to 5,000 foreign 
employees, exclusive of Canada. 

Johnson & Johnson, of New Brunswick, 
N.J., 1n making its baby products and health 
and hospitalization specialities in 20 coun
tries, employs about 6,500 in its oversea op
erations. The company has no plan to man
ufacture abroad especially for the U.S. mar
ket, although this is being done to a minor 
degree with specialized products. 

.The largest chemical and pharmaceutical 
manufacturing plant under private owner
ship in India is owned by Merck Sharp & 
Dohme, of Rahway, N.J .. Other units in Hol
land, Britain, and Australia are being ex
panded. The company reports no drop in 
employment at its home factories-just in
creased consumption abroad. Its plan is to 
export from the United States only basic 
chemicals for processing. 

Bristol-Myers has just bought a German 
firm, and plans to build a new plant that will 
employ 250 people in the manufacture of 
toothpaste, hair tonics, shaving cream and 
other products. It has other operations in 
Britain, . Latin America, South Africa, Aus
tralia and New Zealand. 

In the Philippines, at one of the three 
oversea plants owned and operated by the 
Vick Chemical Co., the wage scale-based on 
the otncial rate of exchange-is around $3.62 
a day. 
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Labor costs in that range provide one of 

the big attractions to U.S. firms that are 
looking abroad as part of their expansion 
plans. · 

FARM EQUIPMENT 

From the hold of a ship docked at Jack
sonville, Fla., a few weeks ago, workers un
loaded a shipment of tractors. They looked 
just like tractors you might see coming off 
an American asembly line-but there was 
this difference: All were made in a British 
plant of the International Harvester Co., and 
were imported for sale in the Southeastern 
States at "bargain" prices. 

International Harvester plans to import 
at least 300 of these diesel-powered tractors 
this year as an experiment. If they prove 
popular, volume will be increased. They sell 
for about $2,800. Company officials estimate 
that they would cost $550 more if made 
here. 

International Harvester, world's largest 
manufacturer of farm equipment, is not 
alone in entering the U.S. market with its 
foreign-made products. 

The Ford Motor Co.'s tractor division is 
importing two models of diesel tractors 
made in its British factories. In the last 
few years, $28 million worth of one of these 
models was sold in this country. 

J. I. Case Co., a big manufacturer of Ra
cine, Wis., has purchased a controlling in
terest in a French company that makes trac
tors and other farm equipment. Case has 
not announced plans to import any of the 
French production, but its president, Marc B. 
Rojtman, said recently; "There's a strong 
possibility we'll import a small diesel trac
tor." 

The company plans to turn over some of 
its designs to the French firm and ultimately 
to bring out a full line of Case products 
overseas. 

Deere & Co., of Moline, Ill., has an 85-per
cent interest in a plant in Germany that 
turns out tractors, combines and other farm 
equipment. Deere has built a plant in 
Mexico, and is putting up another in Ar
gentina. 

Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., of Mil
waukee, has a plant in Britain and recently 
purchased others in Australia and Mexico. 

A look at wage rates here and abroad, how
ever, shows why many businessmen think 
imports of farm equipment made in overseas 
plants of u.s.-owned firms may increase. 

International Harvester pays about 80 
cents an hour in Britain and a little more 
than 70 cents an hour in Germany and 
France. The average wage for its hourly em
p~oyees in the United ~tates is $2.59. 

MACHINE TOOLS 

Here is what an official of the Ex-Cell-O 
Corp., of Detroit, a machine-tool maker, says 
about the export-import situation: 

"We feel we are -being priced out of the 
world market, and the only way to stay in 
business is to make your product overseas. 
Formerly, 25 percent of American-made ma
chine tools went into the export market. Now 
the flow is the other way. We are faced with 
the competition of imports." 

As a result, Ex-Cell-O has bought plants 
in Britain and Germany and is planning ex
pansion to other countries-perhaps to 
India. 

German labor costs are only about 25 
percent of those in Detroit. In England, 
the company finds skilled labor available 
at less than $1 an hour. Products m.ade in 
the oversea plants are grinders, gearmak
ing machines and a broad range of other 
tools, including lathes, which Ex-Cell-O 
does~t make in its American plants. 

Ex-Cell-O's domestic employment 1s 
down from 10,000 a couple of years ago 
to 6,750 now. The firm is not bringing its 
foreign-made products back to the United 
States but a company spokesman says: "We 
have no qualms about doing so, and 1t may 
come in the future.'' 

HEAVY MACHINERY 

The Goss Printing Press Co. of Chicago, 
employs 800 people in a new plant it opened 
2 years ago in Britain, where it first started 
operations in 1934. A smaller plant now is 
under construction in Germany. 

Goss has not tried to sell any of its British
made printing presses in the United States, 
because of a backlog of demand for its prod
ucts in Europe. 

Comparative labor costs are 80 cents an 
hour in Britain, as against $2.72 an hour in 
Chicago. 

The British subsidiary could undersell us 
by 25 percent any day in the U.S. market, 
says Robert C. Corlett, the firm's president. 

Within the last 5 years the Hyster Co., 
of Portland, Oreg., has opened new plants 
in Britain, Holland, and Brazil. The com
pany makes fork-lift trucks, yard cranes 
and lumber carriers, as well as construc
tion equipment. 

OTHER PRODUCTS 

In just about every field of manufactur
ing, company officials are signing new agree
ments, arranging for construction or pur
chase of oversea facilities. Some exam
ples: 

The Minneapolis-Honeywell Regulator co. 
has wrapped up a 50-50 ownership deal with 
a Japanese firm which employs close to 
13,000 workers. It will make industrial in
struments, valves, and heating controls. 

About a year ago, Outboard Marine In
ternational bought a newly built plant in 
Belgium, where it assembled Evinrude and 
Johnson outboard motors of the small sizes 
popular in Europe. The present investment 
of $2.6 million will be increased by a million
dollar program of expansion, this year. 

The Otis Elevator Co., with a number of 
oversea plants, has a policy of importing 
some of the more complicated components of 
elevators which, in its U.S. plants, result in 
high labor costs. Despite import duties, 
these parts are less expensive than if made 
here. 

In Europe, Otis figures its manufacturing 
costs are two-thirds raw material and one
third labor; in the United States, it's the 
reverse. 

Yale & Towne has metal-products plants in 
Britain and Germany and two licensees in 
France that manufacture its locks, hardware, 
and materials-handling equipment. It plans 
to open another plant in Brazil. 

Eversharp, Inc., recently announced plans 
to iinport razor blades from a newly pur-
chased plant in Sweden. ' 

The Johns-Manville Corp. has working 
agreements with 13 companies in 10 Euro
pean countries to manufacture 6 of its major 
products. In addition, it is opening two new 
plants in Italy to make floor tiles and heat
resistant materials. Johns-Manv1lle also is 
currently investing several million dollars in 
existing plant facil1ties iri Latin America, and 
has acquired a majority interest in a Mexican 
factory that will turn out packing materials. 

Du Pont has under construction in Europe 
three new plants that will employ about 
1,000. The factories-in Holland, Belgium, 
and Northern Ireland-will produce fibers, 
paints, and synthetic rubber for the Euro
pean market. 

An example of the growing importance of 
foreign production is provided by the 
Worthington Corp., of Harrison, N.J., which 
makes pumps, compressors, and other in
dustrial equipment in 11 countries. Worth
ington is about to open a new plant in Italy, 
and is contemplating expansion in South 
America.. 

Although Worthington's sales abroad rep
resent about one-fourth of its total business, 
60 percent of those sales· are based on pro
duction overseas. Only 40 percent represents 
exports :from this country. 

In conclusion. Mr. Speaker, let me 
warn my colleagues as I have over the 

past 12 years, that we call a halt to this 
suicide program now and not delay our 
action until the grass is growing in the 
streets of our industrial centers. 

It will be my purpose, if time will 
permit, to offer some additional data for 
the information of my colleagues on this 
very important question. May I venture 
to say to you that it is the most serious 
question confronting America today. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. For 22 years I have 
opposed the reciprocal trade agreements 
program. My first vote in this Chamber 
was a vote against the extension of the 
reciprocal trade agreements. There 
were only 13 votes in this Chamber 
against. That number has gradually 
grown until last year we had the votes 
to defeat any extension of it. The vote 
was delayed some month or 6 weeks until 
enough cotton, oil, and mineral votes 
were corralled with certain promises of 
subsidies and restrictions on imports, 
until they were able to :Put it across by 
some 40 or 50 votes. Now those Mem
bers of this Chamber who permitted 
themselves to be hoodwinked by prom
ises are sweating today because of the 
effect of the reciprocal trade agree
ments that we extended a year ago. 

Mr. BAILEY. Let me say to the gen
tleman from Illinois that the situation is 
serious because they are sapping the very 
foundation of our American economy. 
Money that ~hould be here to bolster and 
increase our productivity at home is go
ing abroad and jobs that should be cre
ated in this country are being created 
abroad. It causes me to wonder just 
who is going to pay · the taxes in this 
country, in the matter of a few years, if 
we do not have the jobs for them with 
which to earn the money. 

Mr .. MASON. And now you are again 
proposing to give them a 14-percent tax 
advantage over the man who invests 
here to provide jobs here. 

Mr. BAILEY. I am not doing so, for 
the information of the gentleman from 
Illinois; and if it is done it will be done 
over my protest as the gentleman well 
knows. 

TAXATION OF SMALL BUSINESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

IKARD). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. STEED] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this time today by virtue of 
the fact that I am chairman of the Sub
committee of the House Select Commit
tee on Small Business which deals with 
the problems of taxation in the small 
business community of the Nation. For 
several years this · committee has been 
making studies, working with different 
organizations on these types of problems 
and a few days ago a resolution spon
sored by the subcommittee was approved 
by the entire Committee on Small Busi
ness urging the Committee on Ways and 
Means to give immediate and serious at
tention to the problems under which our 
small business community finds itself 
faced in the taxation field today. '!'his 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 15381 
resolution included the idea suggested 
in a number of bills sponsored by mem
bers of the committee and other Mem· 
bers of the House and gave special em
phasis to the proposal contained in the 
bill sponsored by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. IKARD], known as H.R. 2, and 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CuRTIS], H.R. 3, which have for their 
purpose the so-called plowback advan
tage to the small business community. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a national econ
omy that in recent years has been grow
ing steadily, but growing in an uneven 
and lopsided way. In the very period in 
which our gross national product has 
mounted to a new high a vital segment 
of our economy-that of small and me
dium-sized business-is dropping behind. 

Growth can be dangerous when it is 
top-heavy, and this trend, if unchecked, 
threatens to overshadow the small busi
ness that we have so long felt to be basic 
to our way of life. 

One of the barometers used to meas
ure the health of this part of our econ
omy is the number of small business 
failures. In the most recent semian
nual report of the Small Business Admin
istration, the number of failures in 1958 
is reported at 14,964, compared to 13,739 
in 1957. In fact, there were more small 
business failures in 1958 than in any 
other year since the great depression of 
the 1930's. 

Another indicator is the rate of fail· 
ures. In 1958, it stood at 56 per 10,000 
firms-also the highest since the 1930's. 
This figure has shown a continuous in
crease since 1953, pointing with mount
ing urgency to a dangerous symptom of 
something amiss in our prosperity. 

In the last 10 years our· small business 
as a whole has grown at a rate less than 
half that of its larger competitors. 

What is at the root of this state of 
affairs? Evidence has been piled up in 
years of studies of the problems of spe
cific industries by the House Select Com· 
mittee on Small Business, of which I 
have the honor to be a member. And 
last year intensive hearings of the Ways 
and Means Committee amassed facts 
pointing to the same conclusion. 

Existing tax laws must be revised to 
give small business room to breathe and 
expand. Present taxes, many of them 
imposed on wartime emergency, leave 
the little businessman bearing far more 
than his share of the burden. 

In the ninth semi-annual report of the 
Small Business Administration, for the 6 
months ending December 31, 1957, the 
Administrator discussed the several most 
prominent problems confronting small 
business. No. 1 on this list was "the im
pact of taxes which make it difficult for 
some small businesses to accumulate 
working capital or capital for expan
sion." 

The Small Business Committee has 
examined this problem and · has been 
closely following the trend of events in 
order to report to the House the perti
nent facts and to suggest meaningful 
remedies. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that unless ef
fective relief in the legislative field is 
forthcoming the day of the independent 
businessman in this country is num· 
bered. 

I am convinced that the most power
ful element in the greatness of the 
United States is our middle class, which 
is another way of saying our small busi
ness community. Therefore I believe 
that the future of this country depends 
to a great extent on how well we can 
keep this community alive and active. 

The trend to bigness is of long stand· 
ing, but in the last 20 years it has ac
celerated alarmingly. None could suc
cessfully deny that if it continues apace 
there will eventually be no small busi
ness community. In some industries the 
crisis is already acute-for example, the 
dairy industry, the problems of which 
are being considered by the subcommit
tee of which I am chairman. What has 
happened in one field can spread to an
other with similar structural problems. 

There is no easy answer to this 
tangled issue, which stems in part from 
the ceaseless mechanization of society. 
But effective action is possible. And 
perhaps the most telling move open to 
this Congress lies in the area of taxa
tion. We must promote an economic 
climate that will sustain the growth of 
all sound business enterprise. This can 
be done through revision and reform of 
our tax laws. 

Many Members of this House, desir· 
ing to aid small business, have submit
ted bills incorporating various ap
proaches. But as further studies are 
made there is one approach that shows 
increasing possibilities of effectiveness
the "reinvestment of earnings" or the 
"plowback" principle. 

This principle is embodied in H.R. 2, 
introduced by our colleague from Texas, 
Hon. FRANK IKARD, and the gentleman 
from Missouri, Hon. THOMAS B. CURTIS. 
Both these distinguished Members serve 
on the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and they have made the advocacy of 
this much-needed measure a bipartisan 
one. 

The bill provides that a person en
gaged in a trade or a business shall be 
allowed as a deduction for the taxable 
year an amount equal to the additional 
investment in the trade or business dur
ing that year. This would not exceed 
$30,000 or 20 percent of the .trade or 
business, whichever is the lesser. 

For the purposes of measuring "addi
tional investment," the aggregate of the 
increase in depreciable property used in 
the trade or business inventory and ac
counts receivable would be used. 

All businesses, large and small, would 
be able to take immediate advantage of 
this adjustment in order to obtain capi
tal for business expansion, stimulating 
competition and stimulating the growth 
of our smaller business concerns. 

This provision applies equally to any 
business, whether it is a corporation, a 
partnership or an individual proprietor
ship. It does not increase the taxes of 
any business and requires no arbitrary 
line drawn as between what is and what 
is not "small business." 

Our colleagues on the Ways and Means 
Committee gave thoughtful study to the 
principle last year and in House Re
port No. 2198 of the 85th Congress, July 
16, 1958,reported: 

Your committee Is convinced that one of 
the greatest problems confronting small- and 

medium-sized businesses is the acquisition 
of sufficient capital to modernize and main
tain a rate of expansion experienced by their 
larger competitors. In this regard your com
mittee is aware of the fact that small- and 
medium-sized businesses must rely to a very 
large extent upon retained earnings for mod
ernization and expansion. Thus, there is a 
need to allow such businesses to retain more 
earnings after taxes to provide the funds 
necessary for growth. To aid in achieving 
this end your committee has investigated 
thoroughly various proposals to postpone, or 
to reduce, taxes based upon reinvestment 
in inventory and depreciable property, and 
would have liked to have included a pro
vision along these lines in this bill. How
ever, it has been forced to the conclusion 
that the budgetary limitations under which 
all tax relief must now be considered are 
such that any tax reduction which now could 
be granted under a reinvestment formula is 
so small as not to represent any meaningful 
tax relief to small business. 

Also of interest is the comment of the 
President's Cabinet Committee on Small 
Business in its progress report submitted 
to the President August 7, 1956. The 
Cabinet Committee stated: 

In the past quarter century an enormous 
increase has occurred in the burden of Fed
eral taxation. The impact of this develop
ment has been especially severe on small 
businesses. Such concerns have little or no 
access to public markets for capital. if they 
are to grow, they must have the wherewithal 
to expand plant, equipment, and markets. 
But the heavy burden of taxes nowadays 
sharply reduces the ability of small enter
prises to plow profits back into their busi
nesses. 

The time is long overdue for Congress 
to recognize the impact of Federal taxes 
on the growth of small business con
cerns. The rate of failures among these 
enterprises was higher in 1957, and again 
in 1958, than when the committee made 
its report. 

In addition to H.R. 2, by Mr. IKARD, 
and H.R. 13, by Mr. CURTIS, many meas
ures containing the "plowback" prin
ciple have been introduced by members 
of the Small Business Committee. 

The ranking minority member, the 
Honorable WILLIAM M. McCuLLOCH, and 
his party associates on the committee 
have introduced identical bills which 
contain the reinvestment of earnings 
principle. 

Some time ago, the Senate Small Busi
ness Committee, under the chairman
ship of Senator SPARKMAN, introduced 
S. 59, which is identical to the Ikard
Curtis proposals. It is quite evident 
that there is a growing sentiment in the 
Congress that the reinvestment of earn
ings principle offers the most practical 
and feasible method that can be adopted 
to halt the alarming trend of small busi
ness failures. 

I urge the Ways and Means Commit
tee to give serious consideration to the 
immediate adoption of this reinvestment 
of earnings principle. We cannot afford 
to be too late to save small business. I 
know that in some quarters there will 
be objection because of the alleged reve
nue loss. But this view is a short
sighted one. If small business dries up 
the revenue loss will be colossal. What 
we need is not a high tax rate on a 
diminishing small business segment of 
the economy. Instead, we need a less 
burdensome tax rate on a growing.small 
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business sector. As small business pros
pers the revenue derived from it will in
crease. This policy would result in new 
jobs throughout the land. Small busi
ness has always provided the bulk of 
employment. Its expansion would mean 
the creation of additional jobs, which 
would in turn stimulate consumption 
and demand. 

I believe the Members of this House 
are ready and anxious to support a small 
business tax adjustment measure such 
as H.R. 2 and H.R. 13. I hope the Ways 
and Means Committee will give us this 
opportunity at this session. Passage of 
this bill would assure an economic 
climate that would mean prosperity for 
the entire country. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. i yield. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. I commend the 

gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED] 
for his work in the field of taxation and 
particularly his efforts for small busi
ness. 

Most Members of Congress are in gen
eral agreement that impediments to the 
progress of sm.all business concerns co~
tinue to exist in the Internal Revenue 
Code. Some improvements were made 
ih the passage of ·Public Law 866 of the · 
85th Congress. In the introduction of 
a comprehensive small business tax re
form bill on April 20, 1959; I cataloged 
these reforms in my stat~ment .explain
ing the provisions of the bill H.R. 6501-
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, pages 6353-6356. 

Identical bills were introduced by my 
colleagues on the Small Business Com
mittee-Mr. MooRE, of West Virginia, 
H.R. 6502; Mr. AVERY, of Kansas, H.R. 
6503; Mr. SMITH, of California, H.R. 
6504; Mr. ROBISON, of New York, H.R. 
6505; and Mr. QUIE, of Minnesota, H.R. 
6506, who was a member of the com
mittee at that time. Many other Mem
bers of the House, both Democrats and 
Republicans, have introduced identical 
bills. 

The underlying principle of tax reform 
and revision contained in H.R. 6501 and 
companion bills is to make small busi
ness financially self-sufficient, insofar as 
is reasonably and fairly possible. In 
other words, to provide small business 
concerns with a tax structure which will 
permit earnings to be plowed back into· 
the business for growth, expansion, arid 
modernization. · 

As I have previously stated on many 
occasions, there are many bills which 
have been introduced which embody the . 
plow-back principle. In my statement 
on April 20, 1959, I endeavored to make 
it clear that we believed in the bills which 
we had introduced, but that so long as 
the basic principle of tax reform andre- . 
vision was maintained the cause of small 
business would pe well a,nd properly 
served. 

TAX REFORM BY THE STATES 

Another area of taxation which has 
recently caused much concern to small 
business was occasioned by the cases 
decided by the Supreme Court on Febru
ary 24, 1959; namely, Northwestern 
States Portland Cement Company v. 
Minnesota, and T.V. Williams v. Stock
ham Valve & Fittings, Inc. (358 U.S. 
450). This decision, as we all know, in
volves "State taxation of interstate com
merce." 

Since the Supreme Court decision on 
February 24, 1959, many bills and reso
lutions have been introduced in both the 
o.ther body and the House · in an effort to 
find a method to remedy a situation 
which will become an unconscionable 
burden on small business, if not in fact 
our entire economy. 

The House Judiciary Committee has 
created a special subcommittee to study 
the subject and hearings have been held . 
by the Select Committee on Small Busi
ness, and by the Committee on Finance 
of the other body which latter commit- · 
tee, in addition, on August 6 ordered 
reported a clean bill to prevent, under 
~~ertain conditions, States or · political 
subdivisions from imposing on a person a 
net income tax on· income derived from 
interstate commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, over the years many in
formed students of taxation and inter
state commerce have written extensive 
treatises on the subject of State taxation 
of interstate commerce. It is generally 
admitted that it is not a problem of easy 
solution. It is one which requires ex
haustive and unprejudiced study and· 
wise decisions by the Congress of the 
United States, and by the several States 
of our Union. 

The Tax Foundation, Inc., has con- · 
tributed to the discussion on many occa
sions and in its July 1959 issue of Tax 
Review includes an article on State Tax
ation of Interstate Commerce by Paul 
Studenski, professor emeritus of eco
nomics, New York University, which I 
include as part of my remarks as a mat
ter of information on this timely subject. 

While ·I do not necessarily agree with 
many of the proposals which have been 
made or all of those contained in Dr. 
Studenski's article, I feel that the subject 
of State taxation of interstate com
merce is one on which we should have 
full and free debate and discussion, and 
for that reason I include the article in its 
entirety. Dr. Studenski's article fol
lows: 

The ~mposition of State corporation income 
taxes has been justified from the very be
ginning as a benefit tax. The benefit is pre
sumed to be represented by ·the ·various pro
tective and economic services which the 
State renders to corporations and which help 
them to operate and to earn a net income. 
The net income is supposed to bear some 
measurable relation to those services. 

This was the concept accepted by Wiscon· 
sin, Connecticut, New York, Massachusetts, 
and the other States which first adopted _ 
these taxes during the period 1911-19. This 
concept :was also accepted in 1919 by the Na-, 
tional Tax Association's Committee on a 
Model Plan of ·State and Local Taxation. · 
This concept, I believe, is reasonable and · 
is still the rule today. · 

Following•World' War H a- trend away from 
tlle original- method of application of the ;· 

tax became more pronounced. Some South
ern and Western States, in their search for 
additional revenue and in an attempt to im
pel more businesses to maintain permanent 
establishments within their jurisdiction, de
parted from this traditional approach to 
State business taxation. They amended their 
laws to permit the taxation of out-of-State 
corporations that did no more than solicit 
orders in the State through resident or non
resident salesmen. 'They changed their for
mula for allocating corporate income to a 
formula in which sales-by-destination was 
the major factor. 

This new basis for business taxation, if 
applied generally, may have the most seri
ous consequences for the national economy. 
Specifically, the following criticisms may be 
advanced: 

1. The extension of State business taxation 
to out-of-State corporations is founded. upon 
a concept of State jurisdiction to tax that is 
~ost equivocal, elusive, and uncertain. In
deed, the taxat ion of this kind seems to be 
largely no more than the reaching out_ by . 
some States ihto the fiscal resources of other 
Stat es. . 

· 2. The administration of the tax there
U'nder would present innumerable problems. 
Enforcement would · necessarily be incom
plete, accidental, arbitrary, and often dis
criminatory in addition to bei.~g costly. The 
inevitable increase in the opportunities for 
the exercise of discretion by State tax officials 
in the .determination of the tax liabilities of 
companies would, in 'time, J:?ring the adminis
tration of the tax into ·disrepute. 

3. Compliance would become difficult for 
businesses ~aving widely diffused markets. 
The costs of compliance would often be far 
in excesS' of the amounts of the tax extracted · 
from the business. 

. 4. Many businesses, especially of moderate · 
and small size, ,would find themselves com
pelled to give · up selling. goods in some 
States out orfear 9f becoming liable for the · 
tax not only on account of their current 
sales but, retroactively with . penalties, for 
their sales of prior years. The net result 
would be a restriction of the operations of. 
such firms to smaller territories and a cur
t_ailment of interregional competition. 
. 5. In this and other ways, the free flow of 

ip.terstate commerce would be impeded. For , 
the first time in the 170 years since the . 
Const1t1;1tion abolished S~te tariffs, the . 
unity of the national market, upon which : 
our national economic e:fflciency and pros- · 
perity is built, would be impaired. 

6. The opportunities for double taxation · 
of the same corporate income would be mul
tiplied. A temptation would even exist for . 
a State to use both jurisdictional concepts 
a:nd allocation formulas-one set for its own . 
corporations and the other for out-of-State' 
corporations--in order to collect the maxi
mum possible revenue from both. 

7. The use of conflicting jurisdictional 
concepts and allocation formulas would pro
duce a wholly intolerable situation in which 
the States would be stepping on each other's 
toes. This would reflect adversely not only 
on the competence of the States to . order 
intelligently and equitably their business · 
taxes but also on their capacity so to order 
their other affairs and in fact, would tend to 
impair the moral prestige of State govern-
ment generally. · 

SHOULD EXERCISE RESTRAINT 

Accordingly, the States should exercise re
straint in the adoption of this hazardous 
course of action and should take a new and 
b_roader view of their policies of business 
taxation. They should look beyond con
s~cleration of possible immediate gains in 
revenue and improve~ent in their economic 
position to evolve by agreement a system of 
State business taxation ·which would be to 
the ad:va:ntage of. the whole Nation. At the 
same time, however, it Is acknowledged that 
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the past experience of the Sta:tes in attempt
ing to evolve a uniform allocation formula 
by agreement does not warrant too sanguine 
expectations along these lines. _ . 

In an article written (with Gerald J. Glas
ser) just prior to the recent Supreme Court 
decision,1 I expressed the hope that the 
Supreme Court might recognize the serious- 
ness of the threat to the free flow of inter
state commerce inherent in this new type of · 
State business taxation, and that the Court 
would declare this type to be unconstitu
tional. I do not need to add that I was 
disappointed by the decision and that I 
found the minority opinion's analysis much 
closer to the facts disclosed in my recent 
study than the majority's opinion. 

At the same time, however, I pointed out 
that irrespective of the position which the 
Supreme Court might take, Congress, as the 
guardian of the Nation's economic health, 
has a responsibility of its own to provide a 
solution to this problem by laying down the 
conditions under which States may tax cor
porations engaged in interstate commerce. 

Although the Supreme Court upheld the 
constitutionality (though not necessarily the 
economic wisdom) -of State taxation of in
come of out-of-State corporations merely so- ' 
liciting orders in the State, it did not estab
lish how much selling activity and what 
manner of conduct constitutes "presence" · 
for State taxing purposes. The clarification 
of this point requires much more considera- . 
tion of economic facts than the Supreme 
Court can possibly provide. 

Some people think that a solution may be 
found in returning to the original jurisdic- · 
tiona! concept and allocation formulas; oth
ers that, on the contrary, it may be found 
in the universal acceptance of the new juris
dictional concept and of. the sales-by-desti- · 
nation allocation factor; but I doubt t:hat -. 
either of these answers will do. It is exce'ed- · 
ingly unlikely that in the years to come the 
States will be able to achieve much uniform
ity in allocation when they have failed to do · 
so in the past. The field is, therefore, open 
for Congress to clarify the problem. 

CONGRESS HAS RESPONSrBILITY 
Congress has a responsibility to examine 

thoroughly the economic issues involved in 
the problem and to establish by law such 
protection of interstate commerce against · 
harmful State taxation as it may deem neces- · 
sary. It seems to me inconceivable that the . 
Supreme Court would invalidate any reason
able protective measures devised by Con
gress. Nearly a hundred years ago Congress, 
in the exercise of its powers of regulation of 
money, laid down rules under which States 
could tax national banks; and the Supreme 
Court did not hold them to be unconstitu
tional interference with State taxing powers • . 
Similarly, Congress, in the exercise of its un
questioned powers of re·gulation of interstate 
commerce, can lay down the rules under -
which the States ·could tax ·the inconie of 
corporations engaged in interstate commerce. -_ 
In· doing so, Congress would undoubtedly 
wish to be. guided by the broad precepts laid 
down in the Court's decision. c;:>nly if Con
gress should go far beyond these precepts 
might a conflict arise with the Supreme · 
Court, in the course of which either Congress 
would have to modify its stand, or a consti- · 
tiona! amendment would be needed. This 

1 "New Threat in State Business Taxation," 
Harvard Business Review, November-Decem
ber 1958, pp. 77-91. See also the author's 
written statement to the Senate Select Com
mittee on Small Business, of June 19, 1959, 
recommending the creation of a Federal 
Commission to investigate the question 
(committee heariD;g; pt. 3). The cases de
cided by the Supreme Coure on Feb. 24, 1959, 
were Northwestern States Portland Cement 
Co. v. Minnesota and T.V. Williams v. Stock
ham Valves and Fittings, Inc. (a58 U.S. 450). 
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contingency, however, seems to me to be 
quite remote at this time. 

Many Members of Congress have become 
justifiably alarmed over the imp,lications of · 
tp.e Supreme Court decision. · Eleven bills 
have been introduced recently in both 
Houses of Congress which in one way or an
other would prohibit the States from tax
ing the net income of out-of-State cor
porations derived solely from interstate com
merce or otherwise limit their power to tax 
such income. Most of these bills would 
specifically prohibit State taxation of in
comes of corporations which merely solicit 
sales in the State and have no office, ware
house, stocks, or other place of business 
in it.2 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDED 
- The Senate Select Committee on Small 

Business held hearings on this problem in 
April, May, and June of this year. In its 
report released on June 30 last ( S. Rapt. 
No. 453, 86th Cong., 1st sess.) and ap
proved by 16 of its 17 members, the com
mittee has recommended to Congress the 
setting up of a special commission to make 
a comprehensive inquiry on the subject and _ 
it introduced a bill to that effect (S.J. Res. 
1J3, SEARKMAN et al.). The proposed com- · 
mission would be required to recommend to -
Congress by July 31, 1961 "legislation provid
ing for the establishment of uniform 
standards which the States will be re- . 
quired to observe in imposing income taxes 
upon businesses engageq, in interstate 
commerce." 

Meanwhile, under the committee's bill, the 
States would be prohibited from imposing a 
tax on the income of ~ny business engaged 
in interstate commerce unless such business 
during the year "has maintained a stock of 
goods, ari office, warehouse, or other place of 
business in such State or has had an officer, 
agent, or representative who has maintained 
an office or other place of business in such 
State." · The first part of the proposed mini
mum standard is sound, but the second -
part is weak. It may be interpreted as 
permitting imposition of a tax on out-of
State firms having merely part-time sales- · 
men or commission agents in the State. 
Such taxation should not be permitted even 
op a temporary basis. 

Various types of possible congressional ac- _ 
tion will-need to be considered by the pro
posed Commission or by any other group set 
~p by Congress to make. the study, and a 
thorough testing of each of them should be 
made in consultation with State tax admin- · 
istrators, business executives, tax authorities, 
and constitutional experts. Some of these 
a~ternatives may be recapitulated as follows: 

r 1. A Federal definition of a requirement of 
t!J.e minimum activity required to permit · 
imposition of the tax. -
~ 2. A Federal allocation formula to be used 

by any State wishing to tax income of out
o!-State firms. (Consideration may be given 
to including in such a formula, only prop-

11 The bills of this nature introduced up to 
July 2 are: S. 2213 by Senator BusH, co- 
sponsored by Senators BUTLER, and KEATING; 
S..._ 2281 by Senator SALTONSTALL cosponsored 
by -Senators ScoTT and PROUTY; Senate 
.taint Resolution 113 by Senator SPARKMAN · 
cosponsored by 15 other Members of the 
Senate Select Committee on Small Business 
(HUMPHREY, SMATHERS, MORSE, BmLE, RAN• 
DOLPH, ENGLE, BARTLETT, Wn.LIAMS, Moss, 
8.\LTONSTALL, SCHOEPPEL, JAVITS, COOPER, 
ScOTT, and PROUTY); H.R. 7757 by Repre
sentative- McCULLOCH; House Joint Resolu
tion 431 by Representative MILLER .(N.Y.); '. 
H.R. 7715 by Represe,ntative KoWALSKI; H.R. 
8019 by Representative CoNTE; House Joint 
Resolution 450 by Representative WALTER; 
H.R. 8061 by Representative HENDERSON; H.R. · 
7':173 by Representative CoLLIER; and H.R. 
7894 by Representative RIEHLMAN, 

erty and payroll employed in the State and 
excluding from it sales in any form as an . 
allocation factor. This could do away with 
one of the principal sources of double taxa
tion of the same corporate income by the 
States.) 

3. A Federal statute of limitations or other 
type of Federal statute preventing retro
active application of any taxes which could 
be imposed under the Supreme Court de
cision. 

4. Adoption of a de minimis rule requiring 
sales in a State to exceed a certain. amount . 
before the State tax could be imposed (thus 
excepting companies making ·casual or insub
stantial sales). 

5. Prohibition on the States to tax income 
from interstate commerce where the firm . 
merely solicits orders on the State through 
resident or nonresident salesmen or through 
mail and where it owns and operates · no 
property and maintains no store of goods. 

6. Federal preemption of taxation of in
come derived from interstate commerce with 
provision for allocation of the additional re
ceipts among the Stfl,tes. 

· 7. Provision of credits against the Federal 
corporation income tax for State corporate 
income taxes which comply with certain Fed
eral requirements. 

8. Requirement of Federal incorporation . 
for all firms engaging in interstate com
merce and at the same time such Federal 
preemption of taxation of income from inter
state commerce as suggested under item 6 
above. (ThiS' would be the most drastic 
solution, going far beyond the taxation prob
lem and giving rise to many other funda
mental issues.) 

·The need for congressional action seems to 
me to be urgent. Within 2 months of the 
Supreme Court's decision three more States, 
Idaho, Utah. and Tennessee, amended their 
laws to permit them to tax income of out
of-State corporations, · and the legislative 
sessions of the coming season will undoubt
edly see more States added to the group hav
ing such laws. Any major delay in congres
sional action will make the problem more 
complicated and more difficult to solve. 

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak· 

er, will the gentleman yield? 
· Mr. STEED. I am glad to yield to my 

colleague. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak- : 

er, I, too, want to commend the gentle
man and his subcommittee as well as the 
full ·committee on Small Business· for 
adopting this resolution and urging the . 
Committee on Ways and Means, on 
which I have the honor to serve, to look 
into this matter forthwith. I personally 
am most pleased to find that the com- · 
mittee has seen fit to endorse the gen
eral principles contained in the bill, 
which the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
IKARD J, who is also a member of the · 
Committee on Ways and Means and I 
have introduced. I would like to say 
this. As serious as the point of small 
b-usiness failures is, as the gentleman 
pointed out, in. my judgment, even more 
serious is the increased ratio of mergers 
and acquisitions of these small business
es by the larger corporatiorAs. We al
ways have an economic process going on, 
which is a good process, I believe, where 
small businesses as they prove their 
worth grow larger. Indeed it is a proper 
dream, I believe, of the American busi
nessman to become big business. That 
is healthy, but a great deal of these · 
mergers and acquisitions we have seen 
in recent years, and the increased ratio 
of them, is derived not from what is 
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fundamentally good economics, in my 
judgment, but rather it is derived from 
the tax structure that we have imposed 
upon our society. These are mergers 
and acquisitions that come about be
cause of tax benefits that accrue. The 
Department of the Treasury, I regret to 
say, up to this time has not seen the 
merit of this proposal of the Ikard-Cur
tis bill because they claim they will lose 
revenue. I have suggested to them, and 
I think any analysis of the matter will 
show that the Treasury derives more 
revenue from big corporation "A" and 
small business "B" paying taxes as two 
separate tax paying entities than the 
Treasury derives from big corporation 
"A" having swallowed up small business 
"B" and paying taxes as one tax paying 
entity. Furthermore, I would say this, 
that the main miscalculations on the 
part of the Treasury Department over a 
period of many years, and we will cross 
over into other administrations so that 
we will not be talking about Democrats 
or Republicans, the miscalculations have 
come from the miscalculation of eco
nomic growth or from recessions. Take 
the last recession, for example. The 
miscalculation in revenue was about $8 
or $9 billion, mainly because of the cut
back in economic activity. And it is in 
the area of small business that we see 
the most economic growth. That is the 
theory of the Ikard-Curtis bill, which is 
what I have described as the seed-corn 
philosophy. When our pioneer ances
tors came to this land, they saved out 
enough seed to plant two acres where 
they had one before. And it is from this 
principle of keeping back the seed corn 
so that they could grow that this great 
country has grown. Yet, today our tax 
structure actually imposes a tax upon 
the seed corn. It imposes a tax upon 
this growth. If we would be released 
from this tax so that it is plowed back 
into the economic growth, the country 
will derive a great deal more revenue. 
Certainly, we are going to have a health
ier growth, as the gentleman so aptly 
pointed out, because it will come about 
through the traditional growth of the 
small and growing business concerns. 

One final statement, Mr. Speaker, and 
that is this. Our small businesses de
pend upon financing their growth essen
tially from the plow back principle-from 
putting back retained earnings. They 
cannot go into the equity markets for 
capital as big business can. Nor, can 
they go to the banks to the same extent 
that big business can. Essentially, the 
small business of this country is depend
ent upon the plowed back earnings to 
:tlnance their growth. If ever there is a 
need for encouraging economic growth, 
orderly good economic growth, it is now. 
I am satisfied that the primary impedi
ment to economic growth in America to
day is the tax structure that is imposed 
upon small business, a tax that is placed 
upon the seed corn. For that reason, I 
am certainly pleased to note that the 
Small Business Committee has made this 
resolution to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. I am hopeful that our commit
tee will look into this forthwith and pass 
it early in the next session and that we 
will actually have a bill on the .floor of 
the House that will encourage the seed-

corn philosophy and improve the eco
nomic growth of our' country. 

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman 
very much. I feel he has made a most 
valuable contribution to this discussion. 

Mr. MciNTmE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maine. 

Mr. MciNTmE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join in commendation of the gentle
man from Oklahoma and the subcom
mittee on which he has served as chair
man, a subcommittee of the Select 
Committee on Small Business, in their 
resolution relative to the effect of taxa
tion in this field. 

My State of Maine has a great deal of 
its economy dependent on small busi
ness, and after having had the opportu
nity to observe the capital needs as ex
pressed in the desire and the need for 
loans and the applications which I see 
by numbers are being made to the Small 
Business Administration, it becomes 
more apparent that as the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CuRTIS] has so well 
said, it is important that our tax on 
these small business units be such as will 
leave much of this capital available for 
them in their business. 

Under date of February 22, I intro .. 
duced a bill, H.R. 5005, which follows the 
same thought as that introduced by the 
gentleman from Texas and the gentle
man from Missourt; and, may I say, I 
will follow with interest and support the 
efforts of the gentleman's subcommittee 
in its work in relation to appropriate leg
islation for small business by which they 
can retain some of their capital for their 
needed expansion. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. STEED. I appreciate the gentle .. 

man's contribution. 
Mr. A VERY. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 

from Kansas. 
Mr. A VERY. I would like to join my 

other colleagues in congratulating the 
gentleman from Oklahoma on bringing 
this matter before the House this after
noon, and I would like to state also that 
the gentleman's interest in small busi· 
ness has not just suddenly come to light. 
Back in the 83d Congress, I find from 
reading the RECORD, he served on a sub
committee known as the Federal Taxa .. 
tion Subcommittee that was chairmaned 
by our former colleague from Connecti
cut, Mr. Seely-Brown. So we can look 
to the gentleman in the well of the 
House this afternoon as, shall I say, an 
expert on the taxation problems of small 
business. 

I would like to make one or two obser
vations here. Referring back again to 
the number of small business failures, 
and we all recognize that there have 
been too many small business failures, 
but it may be we all lose track of the fact 
that there have been more small busi
nesses organized in the last 10 years, let 
us say, than in any other 10 years in our 
history; in fact, just last year we had 
the Administrator for the Small Busi .. 
ness Administration before our Subcom .. 
mittee No. 1 of the Select Committee on 
Small Business, and in the course of his 
testimony-and this was not referring to 

taxation. matters particularly, but I re
member specifically he said that we had 
a net gain of 50,000 small businesses a 
year. We would, of course, like to have 
an economic situation so that the 50,000 
small business could survive every 
year; but even if that particular 50,000 
should survive, unfortunately there are 
a certain number of failures, and in ad
dition to the failures there is, as the 
gentleman from Missouri pointed out, a 
considerable percentage of mergers and 
absorptions that are not reflected in the 
business failures. 

I would like to mention another phase 
of business which was introduced by the 
gentleman from Missouri and the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. IKARD], and was 
also included in the bills relating to small 
business that were introduced by all of 
the members, I think all of the minority 
members, of the Select Committee on 
Small Business, and possibly this same 
provision was included in bills intro
duced by some members of the majortty, 
and that is a provision which defines cer
tain operations in the agricultural area, 
small farmers, as eligible to small busi
ness loans within certain limitations. 
Although there are several agencies 
available under the Department of Agri
culture that have expended credit for 
certain types of farmers and certain 
needs of farmers, certainly I think that 
to be realistic about this we should not 
preclude a man engaged in the produc
tion of agricultural commodities from 
being eligible for a small business loan 
just because we do not immediately 
classify him as one of those located in a 
place of business up and down the main 
street. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak .. 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I am very happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The point 
the gentleman is making is very impor
tant. So often people cannot talk of 
business except in terms of corporations. 
The essential purpose of the Ikard-Cur .. 
tis proposal is to deal with that subject 
because 70 percent of our business con
cerns are not under the corporate form, 
and the definition should be broadened 
and broadened so that it would include 
farm operations. It would be any kind 
of activity, and I think the point the 
gentleman is making needs to be stressed. 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. AVERY. I thank the gentleman 
from Missouri for his contribution. 

Just one final observation if the gen
tleman from Oklahoma will permit: If 
we review our economic developments 
let us say since 1940, beginning about the 
time when there was a dramatic growth 
in the extension of large corporations 
everywhere, analyze carefully our tax 
structure and the amendments to the 
Internal Revenue Code since that time 
and we can only come to one conclusion. 
that there certainly must have been a 
miscalculation somewhere in the appli
cation of the Internal Revenue Code as 
evidenced by the fact that the big corpo
rations continue to get larger. There 
seems to be a ceiling. The small busi
nessman can come up against the ceil .. 
ing, but he cannot break through. I 
think that definitely reflects some sort 



1959 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 15385 
of erroneous analysis of the actual ap4 
plication of our Internal Revenue Code 
as presently written. 

Then, Mr. Speaker, I would like to pay 
a tribute, if we may at this time, and I 
am sure the gentleman from Oklahoma 
will agree with me. It is most appro4 
priate as a member of the Select Com
mittee on Small Business to express ap4 
preciation for the bill brought to the 
House by the Committee on Ways and 
Means last year that made considerable 
advance in this direction but just did 
not go far enough in a few principal 
points included in the amendments to 
the Internal Revenue Code last year. 
They were certainly of much benefit to 
the small businessman. 

I think it is highly important we take 
this further step, I will not say final, 
but one further step, to assist the small 
businessman in securing capital, whether 
it be equity capital or just conventional 
credit as every businessman must recog
nize is necessary. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the prem4 
ise that the most serious financial prob
lem of the small businessman is the in
ability to plow earnings back into his 
business. This is the method by which 
the business structure of our Nation has 
grown and prospered. 

In my opinion, we must have tax re4 
form for small business if we are to en
courage and strengthen this sector of 
our economy. Freedom of entry and in4 
centive to grow, expand and modernize 
depend to a great extent on a favorable 
climate in the area of Federal income 
taxes. 

In this critical period in our history 
with the ever-present necessity of keep
ing our national defense at the peak of 
strength and efficiency, we must not lose 
sight of the factors which make us 
strong. One of these factors is certainly 
the strength of our small business insti 4 
tutions which number over 4 nullion out 
of a total business population of approxi4 
mately 4 7'2 million. 

Our small defense industries which are 
the reserve strength of our entire defense 
plant structure do not have an easy road 
to travel in this rapidly changing tech
nological world machinery becomes ob4 
solete faster than ever before. The de4 
mand to modernize and expand is not 
only essential to our national defense, 
but is also essential to the very existence 
of our smaller defense plants. 

In the field of distribution whether it 
be in food or agricultural machinery; 
whether it be in soft goods or hard goods; 
whether it be a service establishment or 
merchandi&e establishment, the pressure 
is constant to serve efficiently and 
rapidly. 

When we plead for tax reform for 
small business, we plead for the future 
of our entire economy. We plead for the 
future of our Nation. Small business 
must be permitted to plow earnings back 
into its business structure. 

Many Members of the House have in4 
troduced bills incorporating the plow
back feature. Among these are bills in
troduced by members of the Select Com
mittee on Small Business. Members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means have 
also introduced bills to accomplish .this 

proposal. We may disagree on details 
but the principle of tax refQrm is incor
porated ·in most of the bills thus far in
troduced. 
· The important and vital consideration 

is that we seriously undertake the prob
lem of tax reform for small business at 
the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman, 
and I am particularly pleased that he 
mentioned the committee activity of 
some years ago, when our friend from 
Connecticut, Mr. Seely-Brown, was 
chairman. I wish it were possible for 
every Member of the House to read 
the hearings and the report that were 
prepared during that session of the Con4 
gress. There are some case history 
studies in there I think that would con4 
vince any Member that what we are 
saying here today is true in every re4 
spect, and that the time has long since 
passed when the Congress ought to do 
something in this very important field. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, 
that all Members may have permission 
to extend their remarks at this point in 
the RECORD on the subject just discussed. 
· The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle4 
man from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, there 

is a growing recognition of the indisput
able fact that the small businessman, 
and the family type farmer constitute 
between them the backbone of the Amer
ican economy which is the hope and the 
promise of a good life for all the people 
of the world. It is our form of people's 
capitalism which, alone, can succor other 
peoples. · The slave economies of the to4 
talitarian bloc has miserably failed, for 
instance, to provide the amount of food 
necessary in Russia and China. 

Yes, the small businessman and the 
family type farmer who is also a small 
businessman, is the word and the shield 
of our democratic way of life. 
· Many of us in the Congress have come 

to the conclusion that it is high time to 
move on from speechmaking about our 
free enterprise system, however, to the 
area of concrete action to make it pos4 
sible for the small businessman to 
survive. 

The Small Business Administration, in 
its ninth semiannual report for the 64 
month period ending December 31, 1957, 
pointed to one of the major problems 
facing the small businessman today. 
The report says: 

Officials of the Small Business Adminis· 
tration in constant contact with small 
businessmen throughout the country hear 
daily . of the problems of small business. 
Among the most prominent of the problems 
are the following: 

1. The impact of taxes, which makes it 
difficult for some small businesses to ac
cumulate working capital or capital for 
expansion. 

Here in a nutshell is the number one 
problem facing the small businessman. 
The tax laws at present actually dis
criminate against the small businessman 
and favor the big businessman. 

Under the present Federal tax laws, 
the tax rate is 30 percent <>n income up 
to $25,000. On incomes in excess of 
$25,000 the rate is 52 percent. 

Obviously, it is basically unfair to tax 
52 percent of the corporate inc·ome ex
ceeding $25,000 without regard to 
whether the corporation earns $50,000 or 
$500 million. 

The Select Committee on Small Busi
ness of the House of Representatives put 
this matter in proper perspective when 
it said in its final report to the 85th 
Congress, 2d session, that-

The depletion of capital reserve on a tax
able income of $50,000 at a rate of 52 per
cent is far more devastating than at the 
million dollar mark or higher. 

A great corporation with an income of 
$500 million before taxes has a net in
come of nearly $250 million after taxes 
which it can use for business growth and 
expansion and for taking over small busi
nesses which falter and fail because of 
the present tax schedules which impede 
the growth and expansion of small busi
nesses. A small businessman with an in
come of only $100,000 a year has a net 
income of less than $50,000 after taxes 
which prevents him from meeting the 
increasing competition of big business as 
well as being insufficient for the growth 
and expansion of small business. 

It is clear from this that our tax struc
ture places the small businessman at a 
very definite disadvantage. The expan
sion of small business is hindered, and, 
at the same time, large businesses are 
favored. 

This certainly was not the intent of the 
Congress when it enacted the present tax 
laws for there is nowhere .any discussion 
of the point in congressional proceed4 
ings on the tax legislation. 

In this connection it is important to 
note that the Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report said, in a study on 
Federal tax policy-February 5, 1956-· 
that-

The growth requirements of small and new 
companies frequently invol¥e more extensive 
reliance on internal resources, particularly 
retained earnings, than in the case of other 
companies. A corporation income-tax rate 
structure which does not unduly limit the 
financial resources required to finance the 
growth of large, established companies, 
therefore, may prove extremely burdensome 
in this respect for small and new companies. 

The Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report then recommended that-

A greater differential in effective rates 
applicable to small and large corporate tax
payers should be given careful considera
tion. 

The Select Committee on Small Busi· 
ness of the House of Representatives 
reached the same conclusion, not once 
but several times. 
· In House Report No. 1002 in the 83d 

Congress the committee said: 
If small business is- to play its part in our 

economy, it is essential that the tax struc
ture be -amended to provide a healthier cli· 
mate for the growth of new and established 
small business. 

In fact, said the committee-
A solution of these problems is vital to a 

sound competitive economy. 

In the 84th Congress the House Small 
Business Committee recommended, in 
House Report No. 2970, that-
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The Internal Revenue Code of 1954 be 
amended to effect a substantial reduction of 
the corporate income-tax rates on small cor
porations. 

The Cabinet Committee on Small 
Business, appointed by President Eisen
hower on May 31, 1956, made a number 
of recommendations in August of that 
year for tax aid to small business, but 
these recommendations were held up by 
the administration because of budget 
considerations. · 

The House Ways and Means Commit
tee said-in House Report No. 2198, 85th 
Congress-that--

There is a need to allow such (small) busi
nesses to retain more earnings after taxes 
to provide the funds necessary for growth. 

This year 25 bills have been intro
duced by Members of the House, includ
ing myself, permitting small- and me
dium-sized enterprises the funds for ex
pansion by authorizing them to retain 
more of their earnings after taxes than 
is now the case. 

We are in agreement that this source 
of revenue is essential, since existing or 
new small businesses generally find that 
loans from banks and new equity capital 
are not readily available. 

Bills such as H.R. 2 and my H.R. 7'704, 
provide that any person engaged in a 
trade or business shall be allowed as a 
deduction for the taxable year an 
amount measured by the additional in
vestment in such trade or business for 
the taxable year. 

It further provides that the deduc
tion for any taxable year shall not ex
ceed $30,000 or an amount equal to 20 
percent of the net income of such 
trade or business for the taxable year, 
whichever is the lesser. 

These bills have been given strong 
support from both sides of the aisle, and 
I am confident this bipartisan support 
augurs well for the successful adoption 
of this significant legislation by this Con
gress. 

It is high time that such legislation was 
enacted into law, because small business 
failures are occurring at an unprece
dented and economically disastrous rate. 

In its lOth semiannual report for the 
6-month period ending June 30, 1958, 
the Small Business Administration re
ported that business failures, through 
June 30, 1958, numbered 8,071, as com
pared to 7,089 in the similar 1957 period. 
It is clear that the Pollyannish atti
tude on the part of big business and 
the administration reftects only the 
economic health and strength of big 
business, and perhaps some satisfaction 
that small business-due to the 14· per
cent increase in business failures on the 
part of small business reflected in these 
alarming figures-is rapidly becoming 
a smaller and smaller part of our econ
omy. 

While small business continues to suf
fer failures at an accelerated rate, we 
are faced with more mergers and the 
continued concentration of economic 
power which such mergers represent. 

I am confident the House Small Busi
ness Committee is correct in saying that 
if small business is given a tax break 
they will more than repay any immedi
ate tax losses through increased growth 

and expansion of this vital segment of 
our economy. 

-Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
compliment the gentleman on his fine 
statement in support of a program which 
would provide a tax adjustment for small 
business and for persons engaged in small 
business. I, too, introduced similar legis
lation in January because I feel a vital 
need for tax adjustment to these be
leaguered businesses. 

The reasons for such a bill make good 
sense. Today, in most important areas 
of business there is a general trend to
ward both monopoly and oligopoly. 
This results in two dangerous conse
quences. First of all, control of price 
and production has nothing to do with 
the laws of supply and demand. That is, 
the prices are no longer market deter
mined. Secondly, we, in fact, destroy 
the concept of free enterprise, thus dis
turbing an economic liberty which is 
basic to our way of life. 

The plight of the small businessman is 
very serious. In 1957-58 there were 
more small business failures in the 
United States than at any time since 
1933-34. There is among the small busi
nessmen in this country a silent depres
sion which goes unrecognized. If the 
Government refuses to take cognizance 
of this fact, the Federal Government 
will, I am afraid, be one of the grave 
diggers of small business. 

Today the Federal tax bite is so great 
that it substantially reduces the amount 
of investment that is available to the 
small businessman for reinvestment 
purposes. Furthermore, another policy 
of the Government which hinders small 
business is the initiation and continua
tion of a tight money policy. The re
sults of this policy are well known. 

While small business is not able to re
ceive adequate financing from bank and 
loan institutions, it is common knowl
edge among economists and discerning 
businessmen that a tight money policy 
does not affect the big oligopolistic cor
porations. 

These groups always have unlimited 
credit and financing resources. They 
can easily pass on any money-costs in
crease to their customers or to the con
sumer. The small businessman is not 
in a position to do this. Hence, in order 
to restore a proper balance in our com
petitive system, I strongly urge that 
Congress pass legislation which will give 
small businessmen a break. 

Unless such legislation is passed, many 
small businesses will fail and the ugly 
hand of monopoly will be strengthened. 

When I introduced my small business 
bill, H.R. 2812, last January, I said: 

By encouraging and aiding small business
men to stay in business we are doing much 
to bolster our system of free enterprise and 
prevent ·monopolistic practices on the part 
of big business. 

I repeat that belief today. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 

do not think it is necessary to belabor 
my colleagues with a recitation of the 
need for the type of legislation which 
the Small Business Committee has en
dorsed. The reaction I received from 
small businessmen to similar legislation 
I introducect in this Congress and also 

in the 85th Congress convinces me that 
the Congress has · two choices in regard 
to small business: 

First. Enact legislation such as has 
been recommended by the committee; or 

Second. Reduce the types and rates of 
taxation drastically so that the small 
businessman can survive. 

I fear the burdens of the cold war and 
the demands of the growing Nation will 
preclude such a tax cut. Thus, it be
hooves us to give our most earnest con
sideration to the reinvestment legislation 
recommended by the committee. 

I would be pleased to give my full sup
port to this legislation, and I hope it will 
come before this Congress in the near 
future. 

WHY THE WAYS AND MEANS COM
MITI'EE'S "SENSE" RESOLUTION 
ON INTEREST RATES MAKES 
SENSE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. REuss] is rec
ognized for 40 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, on July 8 

the House Committee on Ways and 
Means approved a bill authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to lift the 
4 Y4 percent interest ceiling on U.S. 
bonds and expressing the sense of Con
gress that the Federal Reserve System 
should, · where feasible, bring about 
needed future monetary expansion by 
purchasing U.S. securities, of varying 
maturities. In other words, the Ways 
and Means Committee, while giving the 
administration the maximum amount of 
elbow room, at the same time was rec
ommending that the administration so 
conduct its monetary policy as to mini
mize the need for piercing the ceiling. 

I believe deeply in the sense resolution 
I have just described, and because there 
has been some misunderstanding about 
that, I took the fioor earlier today to 
call the attention of Members that I had 
negotiated a 40-minute special order, 
which now engages me, and I invited 
them to be present if they could be, and 
if not to send around any written ques
tions they might have to my office so 
that once and for all we could clear 
the air on the sense resolution. 

Let me first set forth three reasons 
why I think that the sense resolution 
makes sense. 

First, since the earnings of the Fed
eral Reserve System substantially re
vert to the Treasury, the sense resolu
tion would result in a saving to the tax
payers of many millions of dollars. In 
the last 6 years, for example, the Fed
eral Reserve has added $4.9 billion to 
bank reserves by successive reductions 
of member bank reserve requirements. 
Had the Fed . brought about this in
crease in bank reserves by the alterna
tive method of the sense resolution and 
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purc:tased U.S. securities, it would have 
resulted in savings to the taxpayers, at 
current interest rates, of around $200 
million a year. For the future, assum
ing that the Federal Reserve adds to 
the money supply at about the rate it has 
indicated it will, at least $1 billion can 
be saved for the Treasury and the tax
payers in the next 10 years by following 
the method spelled out in the sense reso
lution, rather than by the further lower
ing of bank reserve requirements. 

Let us take a look at the arithmetic 
of all this. The amount of bank reserves 
created by lowering bank reserve re
quirements, and the amount of bank re
serves created by the method of pur
chasing U.S. securities, as suggested by 
the sense .resolution, are identical. 

Let us suppose, for example, that the 
Federal Reserve decides that, in a given 
period, the money supply, and bank re
serves, ought to be increased by $1 bil
lion. 

If it achieves this increase by lowering 
bank reserve requirements, the banks 
would have, at the present 6 for 1 
average ratio, $1 billion of additional re
serves, on which they could create 
around $6 billion worth of credit, which 
they could either lend or invest in U.S. 
securities. If the Federal Reserve in
stead uses the method of expanding the 
money supply by buying U.S. securities, 
it would buy $1 billion of U.S. securities, 
which would also create around $6 bil
lion worth of credit, leading to an ability 
by the banks to create $6 billion in 
credit, either for new loans or for buying 
U.S. securities. 

The second method-that recom
mended by the "sense" resolution-re
sults in the acquisition of $1 billion of 
U.S. securities by the Federal Reserve, 
and a break for the taxpayers, which is 
lacking under the first method, that of 
lowering bank reserve requirements. 

Under either method, money creation 
is identical and bank earnings are iden
tical. The only difference is that if 
the method of the "sense" resolution is 
used, the taxpayer and the Treasury get 
a break. 

Second. It would moderate somewhat 
the downward fluctuations in the prices 
of U.S. securities, and thus make them 
less unattractive to investors. 

To make the· modest support effective, 
the sense resolution also recommends 
to the Federal Reserve that the U.S. se
curities it purchases be of varying ma
turities. In other words, this asks the 
Fed to buy bills, certificates, notes or 
bonds, whichever it can most effectively 
purchase. This would mean that the 
Federal Reserve abandon its present 
"bill only" policy, a policy recently de
scribed by the American Banker maga .. 
zine as "silly." Vice Chairman Alfred 
Hayes of the Federal Open Market Com
mittee has also opposed the doctrinaire 
character of the "bills only" policy. 

Third. It would make Treasury fi .. 
nancing more orderly by reducing the 
chances of attrition-where security
holders refuse to accept exchanges and 
instead demand repayment in cash. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, having looked at 
the three advantages to the sense reso
lution, let us look at the objections. As 

far as I can make out, there seems to be 
five of them that have been made in the 
last few weeks. 

Objection No. 1: It is said that this is 
inflationary and would create printing 
press money. That infiamatory phrase 
"printing press money" first entered the 
Nation's vocabulary in the famous letter 
dated July 14, 1959, by Federal Reserve 
Board Chairman William McChesney 
Martin to the Honorable RICHARD M. 
SIMPSON, Representative from Pennsyl
vania, who, incidentally, is chairman of 
the Republican congressional campaign 
committee. In that letter Mr. Martin 
said: 

Under present conditions I am convinced 
that this amendment, when stripped of all 
technicalities, and regardless of whether the 
language is permissive or mandatory, will 
cause many thoughtful people both at home 
and abroad to question the will of our Gov
ernme.nt to manage its financial affairs 
without recourse to the printing press. 

The next day the Wall Street Journal 
took up the hue and cry in their issue 
of July 15. The Wall Street Journal re
ported that the sense resolution "will be 
interpreted both at home and abroad as 
a sign that the United States is going to 
resort to what Mr. Martin calls print
ing press money." 

Later, of course, before the Joint Eco
nomic Committee, Mr. Martin was at 
considerable pains to deny that he had 
ever said that the sense resolution would 
ever cause printing press money. What 
he said he said was that thoughtful peo
ple might infer that it would cause the 
creation of printing press money. So 
far as I know, he made no effort to 
straighten out the Wall Street Journal 
and the other publications which were 
printing that Mr. Martin had said that 
the sense resolution would cause print
ing press money. 

Mr .. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. It was pri
marily for a correction. Mr. Martin 
did not address a letter to Mr. SIMPSON 
as Republican congressional campaign 
committee manager; am I not correct? 

Mr. REUSS. That is correct. The 
letter was addressed to the Honorable 
RICHARD M. SIMPSON, House of Repre
sentatives, Washington, D.C., and there 
was no designation of his office. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gen
tleman is fully aware of what Mr. SIMP
soN's capacity is, and the reason the 
letter was directed to him. He is the 
ranking Republican member on the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. REUSS. That is entirely cor-
rect. · 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Exactly. 
And the gentleman knows in context 
that is the reason it was addressed to 
him and had nothing at all to ·do with 
Mr. SIMPSON's duties as congressional 
campaign committee chairman. 

Mr. REUSS. I completely accept the 
suggestion of the gentleman that this 
letter was addressed to Mr. SIMPSON in 
his capacity ~s ranking Republican 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. · 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. There is 
one other point that I wish to develop. 

I think that the gentleman is over
simplifying the statement of Mr. Mar
tin. I think he ·did read the full con
text of his letter in the record and it 
should be there, but you cannot just 
take it out of context without giving 
the quite recent historical background 
that led up to that; and that is the rea
son why he made the remarks, as he 
very carefully explained to the gentle
man from Wisconsin-! was present at 
the Joint Economic Committee hear
ings when the explanation was made
quite carefully explained to the gentle
man that it was in the context of what 
had occurred that made him make the 
remark, that thoughtful people might 
interpret it in that manner. I happen 
to be among those who agree that 
thoughtful people will, and already 
have, and therefore that the Wall 
Street Journal or anyone else reporting 
on it was not in error in so reporting. 

Mr. REUSS. The letter from Mr. 
Martin appears in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for July 30, pages 14835-14836. 
I have in no way plucked the portion I 
just read from its context, and I invite 
anyone to read the entire letter. I shall 
not burden the present RECORD with it, 
but I have just given the citation of it. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield for a clari
fication of my own? 

Mr. REUSS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I did not 

mean that· the gentlemen was taking a 
part straight out of the context of the 
letter, although I did want the full letter 
to be referred to. I was referring in con
text to other things that had transpired, 
the whole atmosphere under which the 
sense of Congress resolution was offered, 
which the gentleman and I have dis
cussed many times and I know he is 
prepared to discuss later. But I shall 
not dwell on that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Was 
there not also a discussion on this floor 
on July 16 in which the gentleman. from 
Wisconsin made very clear that in his 
opinion the sense resolution was not to 
be interpreted as printing press money
at pages 13637 to 13641? Those thought
ful persons, it must be assumed, would 
be readers of the whole RECORD and not 
merely a portion of it. Therefore, we 
may assume that thoughtful people could 
also interpret this as not being printing 
press money, especially if they got a 
little help from the Federal Reserve, who 
may also be presumed to read the whole 
RECORD. 

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman. 
We attempted to extricate from Chair
man Martin in the hearings before the 
Joint Economic Committee recently the 
names and addresses of some of these 
thoughtful people, so that we could set 
them straight. If those thoughtful peo
ple were capable of reading plain Eng
lish, they must have realized the nonin
flationary character of the sense resolu
tion. However, Chairman Martin has 
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Iiot enlightened us · with the names, so 
we are unable to set them straight. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. COHELAN. Is it not true that in 
the hearings recently held, Mr. Martin 
admitted that the method suggested by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin was a 
perfectly valid alternative to the system 
of reducing reserve requirements? 

Mr. REUSS. I want to report with all 
the accuracy I can just what Mr. Martin 
did concede. He did concede that from 
the monetary standpoint, the end result 
of increasing reserves by the method he 
advocates, namely, further lowering of 
bank reserve requirements, and the 
method of increasing reserves as advo
cated by the sense resolution, is identical. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further in this re
gard, it has also been suggested, in using 
the technique of lowering reserve re
quirements, that it is wrong to say that 
the Treasury does not benefit, because 
the Treasury does get money in taxes
some 52 percent if it is a corporation, 
and so on. Would the gentleman care to 
comment on that in reference to the 
accrual that the Treasury might make 
using the alternative? 

Mr. REUSS. Yes. I think this sug
gestion that the Treasury does not lose 
totally, but collects some back in taxes, 
is a complete red herring. One might as 
well advocate that the Treasury strip 
itself bare of every nickel it has, and 
bestow it on worthy people around the 
country every Thursday night, and it 
really would not cost very much because 
the Treasury would get a lot back in 
taxes. That, of course, evades the issue. 
The question is whether the interest pay
ments on the national debt are paid to 
outsiders or are, to the extent that the 
national debt is acquired by the Federal 
Reserve, paid to the Federal Reserve, 
practically 100 percent of the profits of 
which revert to the Treasury. · 

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentle
man and I am looking forward to his 
remarks on what Mr. Martin did say. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. sp·eaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. · 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Of course, 
the gentleman is entitled to place his in
terpretation on the remarks of Mr. 
Martin, but in fairness the record is 
available, the record of the public hear
ings before the Joint Economic Commit
tee at which the gentleman from Wis
consin interrogated Mr. Martin. I doubt 
very much that Mr. Martin conceded 
anything. As the gentleman states, he 
merely restated what I have heard him 
state many times before the Committee 
on Ways and Means to be his position. I 
think in fairness, and I hope the gentle
man will put in the RECORD at this point, 
the actual remarks that Mr. Martin 
made before the Joint Economic Com
'm.ittee answer to the question the gentle
man from Wisconsiq raised, and I might 
state, the remarks that he made in an
swer to the questions of the gentleman 
from Missouri to bring this point out. 

Then, we would be in a position of your 
interpreting as you see fit. But, the way 
you have interpreted to date, I would cer
tainly say I do not interpret it in that 
way and I think it is based on a miscon
ception of what Mr. Martin said. 

Mr. REUSS. I am more than willing 
to do that. In fact, I have done it. I 
refer Members once again to the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD for July 30, particu
larly pages 14837 and 14838, in which I 
have set forth at length the testimony of 
Mr. Martin on this very point, and par
ticularly his admission, when pressed by 
Chairman Douglas, that there was no 
monetary di1Ierence between the two 
methods of increasing the bank reserves. 

So much then, Mr. Speaker, for objec
tion No. 1. 

Let us turn to objection No. 2-that 
it is somehow wrong for the Congress 
to advise the Federal Reserve on impor
tant matters of monetary policy. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Will the 

gentleman from Wisconsin tell us who 
has ever advanced that theory? I have 
never heard it advanced except as a 
strawman by yourself and I saw in the 
press, by Speaker RAYBURN. Whoever 
has said that? I do not know of anyone 
who has maintained that the Congress 
should not tell the Federal Reserve what 
to do. The Federal Reserve is a crea
ture of the Congress. Who has ever ad
vanced such an argument? 

Mr. REUSS. I am delighted to have 
the gentleman from Missouri, whose 
opinion I respect, agree with me. Of 
course he knows that the Congress has 
the power and the duty to coin money 
and regulate the value thereof, and 
while it delegates this ppwer to the Fed
eral Reserve, it does not abdicate. The 
Congress can, of course, advise and rec
.ommend to the Federal Reserve. Let me 
remind the gentleman from Missouri 
that in this Hall not so long ago,. our col
league, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ALGER] said that the Federal Reserve was 
independent of the Congress, and both 
the gentleman from Missouri and I, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, then rose up 
and gave our separate differing views
that the Federal Reserve was not com
·Pletely independent of the Congress, but 
that the Congress had the right to talk 
to the Federal Reserve. Thus, while I 
-would wish it were a strawman, it is a 
strawman who is being danced with by 
some esteemed Members of this body. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I am sure 
the gentleman will agree that Mr. 
Martin, himself, has said many times 
that he felt the same way. Of course, 
they said if the Congress wants to change 
.this, they can and .they should. 

Mr. REUSS. The gentleman is exact
ly right. I hope out of this colloquy, the 
financial press, some of whom I hope are 
in the Press Gallery, will set it down that 
it is the view of the gentleman from 
Missouri and the gentleman from Wis
consin, and I believe the view of Chair
man Martin--

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. And of 
·everybody else. 

Mr. REUSS. And the view of Chair
man Martin that the Federal Reserve 
is not an independent branch of the Gov
ernment, like the judiciary, but may 
indeed receive the advice of the Con
gress, as the judiciary under our system 
should not. I would say to the gentle
man, however, that the opinion of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ALGER], 
·which has been expressed here and the 
opinion of literally dozens of financial 
writers--

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. But, I have 
not heard of any. 

Mr. REUSS. The opinion of these 
people, as I was saying, is to the effect 
that there is something indecent about 
the Congress expressing an opinion to 
the Federal Reserve. Nothing would 
make me happier than to have this opin
ion really be a strawman, so that we 
could sweep it from the table and not 
have to take up our time with it. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Let me say 
this to the gentleman about the state
ment of our colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ALGER]. I hope he is 
not using Mr. ALGER as the sole person 
to point to because Congressman ALGER 
right after he made his remarks had a 
.little colloquy with me in which he said 
he was afraid he might have created the 
wrong impression. I said I thought he 
had, as a matter of fact, in his statement. 
But, actually, he was talking about the 
independence of the Federal Reserve, 
that it is created by an act of Congress. 
That is true. The Congress is the one 
who has created them. Of course, the 
Congress can at any time change the 
policies that it has directed the Federal 
.Reserve to follow. So I am happy to 
clarify the record in behalf of Con
gressman ALGER. I certainly do not be
lieve the gentleman can use that as an 
authority that someone has said that 
there is something wrong with the Con
gress telling the Federal Reserve. I am 
satisfied that it is a strawman built up 
by people who want to say that they are 
right on one of their answers to one of 
the criticisms. 

So let us strike No.2 from the list. 
Mr. REUSS. I will lay it aside, and 

in the future I will refer financial writers, 
and other beaters-of-the-tub for the 
strawman, to the gentleman from Mis
souri as an expert on the subject. 

Let us proceed hastily to objection No. 
3, leaving the strawman on the floor. 
Objection No. 3 is that the resolution is 
not necessary, because really the Fed is 
doing what the Congress has asked them 
to do : It is in the process of increasing 
the supply of money by purchasing U.S. 
securities, and for all practical purposes 
it is no longer following the bills-only 
policy. 

It is interesting to recall the statement 
attributed to Dr. Samuel Johnson: "He 
would have ravished her had she not, by 
her timely compliance, prevented him." 
However, it does not seem to me to be 
particularly true that the Fed has in 
fact abided,' in advance, by the sense 
!"esolution. 

Let us take first of all the question of 
lowered reserve requirements. I have set 
forth in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
June 4 of this year, at pages 9928 and 
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9929, a whole wealth of statements by 
representatives of the Federal Reserve i~ 
the hearings on the vault cash bill to the 
effect that the method of lowering bank 
reserve requirements is going to be their 
primary method of increasing the money 
supply. For example, at page 15 of the 
hearings it is set forth: 

For purposes of monetary policy, reserve 
requirements of member banks do not need 
to be as high as they have been in recent 
years. Federal Reserve holdings of Govern
ment securities are large enough so that 
they could be reduced to absorb a substan
tial amount of reserves released, without 
impairing the ability of the System to per
form its essential functions. Requirements, 
moreover, may be lowered in the course of 
time to release reserves needed to cover 
growing monetary needs of the economy. 
Some reduction in requirements could help 
improve the earnings and capital positions 
of member banks without impairing their 
liquidity or soundness (p. 15). 

At the same hearing, C. Canby Balder
ston, Vice Chairman, Board of Gover
nors, Federal Reserve System, testified: 

Growth [in the economy] calls for in
creases in the money supply at a rate which 
we hope and believe will make for sustain
able growth, and since the economy needs an 
increasing money supply over the long term, 
the chances are that the reserve require
ments of the commercial banks may need 
to be lowered in the course of years, rather 
than raised. · 

I can illustrate that by pointing to the 
currency. We have had an increase in cur
rency outstanding of about . 1 percent per 
year. That calls for added reserves of, say, 
$300 million. · · 

Likewise, the growth in the economy calls 
for increases in bank deposits of perhaps 2 
or 3 percent per year, with a corresponding 
growth in required reserves. So, in taking 
care of added needs for currency and the 
money supply as a whole, the reserves sup
ply will need to go up, perhaps half a bil
lion dollars to a billion dollars a year. What 
I am saying is that the drift of reserve re
quirements will probably need to be down
ward in the course of time rather than up
ward (p. 54). 

As recently as July 30, before the Joint 
Economic Committee, Chairman Martin 
once again reaffirmed this intention on 
the part of the Ferleral Reserve. I will 
quote a colloquy with Senator DOUGLAS: 

Senator DouGLAS. The Chairman has said 
that he prefers to get a longtime increase 
in bank credits through lowering reserve 
requirements, and he regards present reserve 
requirements as too high. I think that is the 
statement of the Chairman. 

Mr. MARTIN. I said under present condi
tions we have tended to work that way. 

And again; from the hearb:igs of July 
30, I call attention to the follow.ing. col
loquy between myself and Mr. Martin : 

Representative REUss. We got the impres
sion from all the testimony of the Federal 
Reserve people and from the staff study that 
you are going to lower bank reserve re
quirements. That is how you are going to 
add to the money supply that everyone con
cedes is going to have to be increased over 
the years. Is that a wrong impression I 
have? 

Mr. MARTIN. No. I have repeatedly testi
fied here today and elsewhere that I think 
generally speaking bank reserve requirements 
have been higher than are necessary for the 
long-range development of the country. 

The CHAmMAN. Therefore you believe that 
they should be lowered? 

Mr. MARTIN. When appropriate, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the impression I 
had. 

Representative REuss. Our impressions 
were right. 

I therefore think that the sense of Con
gress resolution we are talking about is not 
an unnecessary thing. 

So the testimony of the Federal Re
serve has been quite conclusive on the 
point that they intend to keep right on 
adding to the money supply by lowering 
bank reserve requirements. 

As to the question of the bills-only 
policy, I would like to refer to the ·1958 
report of the Federal Reserve System 
which came to my desk last week, page 

. 40, which says: 
Operations for the System account in the 

open market, other than repurchase agree
ments, shall be confined to short-term se
curities (except in the correction of dis
orderly markets) , and during a period of 
Treasury financing there shall be no pur
chases of ( 1) maturing issues for which an 
exchange is being offered, (2) when-issued 
securities, or (3) outstanding issues of com
parable maturities to those being offered for 
exchange; these policies to be followed until 
such time as they may be superseded or 
modified by further action of the Federal 
Open Market Committee. 

This is a minute of the Federal Open 
Market Committee setting forth their 
policy that purchases shall be confined 
to short-term securities, except in . the 
correction of disorderly markets. So, 
both 'as to purchases and as to bills only, 
the clear indication of the Federal Re
serve Board is to keep right on going 
against the sense of Congress resolution. 
Therefore, objection No. 3, that the reso
lution is not necessary, certainly dis
appears. 

Objection No. 4: It is sometimes said 
that the "sense" resolution is incon
sistent with the vault-cash bill recently 
passed by the Congress. This misreads 
the vault-cash bill. The vault-cash bill 
does not require that the Federal Reserve 
increase systemwide bank reserves by 
so much as 1 nickel. For example, if 
the reserve requirements of New York 
and Chicago city banks are lowered from 
their present 18 percent to 17% percent 
and the reserve requirements of Reserve 
city banks are raised from their present 
16¥2 percent to 17% percent, systemwide 
reserves would be unchanged. 

Similarly, to the e~tent that vault 
cash is counted, this can be offset by 
raising reserve requirements accord-
ingly. ' 

The legislative history of the vault
cash bill is clear that it requires no in
crease in total bank reserves. There
fore, the way is open for the Federal 
Reserve to make whatever increases in 
the money supply it feels are necessary 
by the method advocated by the sense 
resolution: Purchasing U.S. securities. 

So much for objection No. 4. 
The fifth objection which has been 

made to the sense resolution is that this 
should be an amendment to the Federal 
Reserve Act, the short answer to that is 
that, if enacted by the Congress, it would 
be an amendment to the Federal Re
serve Act. I am assured by the very 
capable Mr. Charles J. Zinn, law-revi
sion counsel of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, whose job it is to put the 
necessary titles on the laws that Con-

gress passes, that that is precisely the 
tab he would put on the sense resolu
tion-that it would be consigned to that 
section of the United States Code which 
has to do with the Federal Reserve Sys· 
tern. 

It is good to hear this, because the 
Ways and Means Committee, I ·think, 
deserves the commendation of all Mem
bers ·for the very faithful and industri;. 
ous study which it g&ve this matter. 
There were 2 full days of open hear:.. 
ings, and there followed a series of execu
tive hearings which lasted, I am told, for 
some 11 days. I am told by Secretary 
Martin, for example, that he attended 
11 separate days' hearings before the 
House Committee on Ways and Means, 
contrasted with the zero days' of hear
ings which he has attended this year 
before the House Committee on Banking 
and Currency, of which I have the honor 
to be a member. So I have the feeling 
that the House Committee on Ways and 
Means deserves not the sniffs and sneers 
of Members, but plaudits for the spendid, 
authoritative and painstaking job that 
was done by Chairman MILLS and Mem· 
bers on both sides of the aisle in giving 
this matter a full hearing. 

The truth of the matter is that the 
administration and the Federal Reserve 
have been mismanaging the nationa:.I 
debt, and that this truth has suddenly 
been brought home to them. But they 
do not like to admit it. I would be de
lighted to help the administration and 
the Federal Reserve to save face, but 
not when a ·billion dollars of the tax
payers' money is concerned. 

I am hopeful that the administration 
and the Federal Reserve, whether the 
sense resolution gets any further than 
the Ways and Means Committee, which 
has put its stamp of approval on it by a 
majority vote, or whether it is adopted 
by the Congress as a whole, will pay 
heed to the precepts of sound monetarY 
doctrine and the precepts of economy 
and efficiency in Government which are 
instinct in that sense resolution. If it 
does, we will be on the road to a much 
better and sounder management of the 
national debt. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I wish to 
commend the gentleman for taking up 
item by item the criticisms which have 
been made. I can assure the gentleman 
in my experience in talking with mem
bers of the administration I have re· 
ceived the identical impression he has 
with respect to the administration point 
of view. 

As a member of the Banking and Cur
rency Committee, and in working on the 
vault cash bill, I came to many of the 
same concerns as did the gentleman, es
pecially as to why the Federal Reserve 
did not ask for additional power over 
reserve requirements. I was advised di
rectly, and this is in the hearings, that 
the Federal Reserve did not now need 
such power, that if they needed it they 
would ask for it. Subsequently, in House 
action on the floor, amendments offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
REuss] did prevail by consent on both 
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sides and the power of the Federal Re
serve to increase reserve requirements 
was raised from ihe present maximum 
of 20 percent to 22 percent. 

Speaking for myself, I would have 
preferred that we-give the Federal Re
serve Board even greater power. I was 
distressed that the Federal Reserve 
showed no interest whatsoever in hav
ing their hand strengthened by way of 
power to increase reserves. I gather 
that the administration did not and does 
not contemplate using the power to in
crease reserve requirements as an anti
inflation device. 

The history of the past decade finds 
that upon occasion the Federal Reserve 
had to put its foot down to the floor
board on its brake pedal of reserve re
quirements. Hence they ought to have 
been concerned. Evidently the admin
istration's devotion to lower reserves is 
so great they cannot contemplate that 
Congress should consider giving them 
additional power. 

It was only after their indifference, if 
not opposition, that this power was given 
to them. The same attitude of mind, 
which was evident in the discussion on 
the vault cash bill, obviously is the atti
tude of mind which stands against the 
amendment which the Committee on 
Ways and Means added to the proposal 
to raise interest rates. Because "the 
sense resolution," as the gentleman calls 
it-the amendment which expresses the 
sense of Congress in opposition to the 
policy which the Federal Reserve is pur
suing-simply recognizes the evident 
record already made by the Federal Re
serve and by the administration in this 
matter. It serves to remind the Fed
eral Reserve that Congress gave it a 
variety of powers to use, and wishes that 
other powers than lowering reserves be 
used. It is clear that the position taken 
by the administration is that they do not 
intend to use any such power. 

Now, the administration has made 
much of its concern about inflation, and 
yet here they are proposing to abandon 
an anti-inflation tool. They are pre:. 
pared to fight, moreover, any effort on 
the ·part of Congress to suggest to it that 
there are other ways to be concerned 
about the problem of both the expansion 
of the money supply and inflation than 
the route which they have chosen to fol
low. 

It seems to me it ought not to be 
necessary for the Congress to have to 
consider such an amendment. We ought 
to be able to expect that the persons re
sponsible for the management of the 
monetary side of the economy, who hold 
from Congress very broad discretion, will 
use it wisely. We should assume that 
their exercise of discretion should be 
satisfactory. 

But in this case the interest of the 
taxpayer, which we must also represent 
here, is completely ignored and com
pletely neglected. The position taken, 
as the gentleman so ably points out, is 
contrary to the taxpayer's interest to
ward keeping the cost of the debt as low 
as possible, both in the manner which 
the gentleman describes, and in the. far 
more significant manner of having the 
Federal Reserve provide an orderly mar
ket for Government bonds which would 

tend to hold the cost of carrying debt 
down. I think the resulting tax savings 
to the citizenry would be far greater 
than those which were outlined by the 
statement of the gentleman. 

I hope that this discussion will be 
helpful in clarifying for those persons 
who are seeking to interpret what Con
gress is here trying to do. Let them now 
interpret what we are proposing to do in 
a manner which indicates that we are 
responsible persons, seeking to be fiscally 
responsible, to be responsible in the 
field of money management, but also to 
be responsible to the taxpayers, and re
sponsible to the businessmen and others 
who are concerned about the rising price 
of money. I am against raising any 
price, including the price of money. I 
would be happy to be joined in this posi
tion by the administration but the Con
gress has no support from the adminis
tration at this point. Their opposition 
to increased prices does not extend to 
an increased price of money. 

Mr. REUSS. I am glad the gentle
man has pointed out the fact that the 
Federal Reserve, despite its protestations 
that it is against inflation and wants to 
do something meaningful about it, has 
allowed to rust unused what should be 
an important weapon in the anti-infla
tion armory, namely, the power to raise 
reserve requirements. The gentleman 
will remember that the Banking and 
Currency Committee, of which he is a 
member, on May 28, 2 months ago, 
formally requested the Federal Reserve 
to report promptly back to the Commit
tee on Banking and Currency ways and 
means whereby the anti-inflationary re
serve requirement-raising tool might be 
made effective. If there were rough 
edges, said the committee, tell us how 
we may buff them off so that this 
weapon may be restored to the armory. 

I had occasion just a week ago to call 
to Chairman Martin's attention that 2 
months had gone by, and the light was 
still burning in the window of the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency, but we 
had not heard from him. He said they 
had a lot of things to do and they were 
working on this, but he could not prom
ise any particular day when this infor
mation would be made available to us. 
I pointed out that Congress only had a 
few more weeks in which it would be in 
session, and that it would be very im
portant, indeed imperative, that we have 
the benefit of the thinking of the body to 
whom we have entrusted our monetary 
policy on this vital question on how 
to work out an effective reserve-require
ment-raising instrument. I hope we 
shall hear from the Federal Reserve, and 
I promised that the day we did I would 
move for hearings in the Committee on 
Banking and Currency so that we could 
present a well-thought-out program that 
would really meet the needs of a national 
anti-inflationary policy. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I also 
await with interest such a report. I also 
await with interest any evidence that the 
Treasury is concerned about the tax bur
den that a higher interest rate will pose. 
We have raised this year's tax burden 
for interest on the present debt by $500 
million, by reason of increase in interest 
rates over the past 6 months. 

If an increased interest rate on long
term bonds is. approved by this Congress 
before we adjourn, and if the Treasury 
then floats long-term bonds under the 
power which would be granted them, and 
if the Federal Reserve fails to follow the 
sense of Congress as here proposed, I 
can envision easily this kind of costly 
situation. Billions of dollars of new 
purchases of long-term Government 
bonds at 5 or 5% percent would be sold. 
A few years hence, interest rates will 
be back down to a more realistic and 
long-term level. I assume that the 
Treasury will not make the bonds calla
ble because we have seen no indication 
that they desire that these bonds be 
callable. 

Then the persons who were farsighted 
enough to have bought those long-term 
Government bonds will be in a position 
to have a tremendous capital gain, just 
as those who previously bought long 
terms, expecting that the Federal Re
serve was going to help maintain the 
level of those bonds, took a capital loss. 

Assume 40-year bonds at 5-percent 
rate could and would be sold. Every 
billion dollars' worth of such long-term 
bonds would cost us $2 billion in interest 
during the life of the bond. If long
term rates fell to 3 percent, the holders 
of such bonds would have a capital gain 
amounting to almost $800 million. If 
these bonds were traded that capital 
gain could be harvested at capital gains 
tax levels, thus further depriving the 
Treasury of income. 

Those who cheerfully advocate high 
interest long-term Government bonds 
may be preparing for the greatest and 
most generous giveaway that this or 
any other administration has ever seen. 

Let those who are eager to give up 
this power, even for 2 years, carefully 
count the cost. It is staggering. The 
taxpaying citizens deserve sober re
straint, not careless abandon, at our 
hands. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
THORNBERRY). The time of the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. REUssl has 
expired. 

INTEREST CEILING ON GOVERN
MENT BONDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. CURTIS] is rec
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri: Mr. Speak
er, I took this time just in case there 
might be some points raised in the talk 
of Mr. REuss that I wanted to have 
clarified, and there certainly are. 

Of course, it is a very strange position 
I find myself in as a Republican, defend
ing the policies of a former Assistant 
Secretary under a Democratic adminis
tration, Mr. Martin; and also I might 
say defending the actions of an inde
pendent organization such as the Fed
eral Reserve--that is, independent of the 
executive branch of the Government 
and really a creature of the Congress. 
Furthermore, it is a strange position 
when I hear members of the majority 
party that controls both the House and 
the Senate almost 2 to 1, talk about 
the administration not doing this and 
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not doing that in an area where the 
Congress has the authority to act. 

It is even more strange when two gen
tlemen from the majority party, mem
bers of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, which has jurisdiction over 
this matter-not the Ways and Means 
Committee-talk about the Ways and 
Means Committee not moving ahead 
perhaps where they should or question
ing when this committee says that 
this is not in their jurisdiction. It really 
is a strange situation. 

I will say to the gentlemen, why do 
you not get the majority on your side 
to agree with all this economic philoso
phy of yours and then maybe you can 
get it through the Congress. But ap
parently the majority on your side-and 
I thank heaven for it, because I think 
your economic theories are wrong-the 
majority on your side of the aisle does 
not agree with you either in the Senate 
or in the House. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. REUSS. I just wanted to set 

the gentleman straight, Mr. Speaker. 
Far from criticizing the Ways and 
Means Committee I have been fulsome 
in my praise. I think the action of the 
Ways and Means Committee on July 
8 by majority agreeing on the so-called 
sense resolution was one of the most 
statesmanlike actions accomplished by 
any committee of Congress in this en
tire session and I point out that the 
record will have to speak for itself, that 
the majority of the Ways and Means 
Committee by the way it acted on this 
does appear to agree with me in its ap
proval and appreciation of the sense 
resolution. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speak
er, inasmuch as the gentleman brought 
that in, I hate to deprive the Ways and 
Means Committee of that fine accolade, 
but unfortunately we cannot accept it, 
because the Ways and Means Committee 
wrestled with this thing and finally 
watered down the original proposal of 
the sense of Congress resolution where 
they thought it did not say anything; 
and then on the basis that it probably 
did not say anything and in order, 
frankly, to get a few votes, I think, 
because we could have voted the matter 
before us which had solely to do with 
the interest ceiling on certain Federal 
bonds that we are authorized to issue 
and had nothing at all to do with the 
monetary policy-but, in order to get 
that out of committee a few people 
who did not agree with the Reuss 
amendment voted for it. 

I do not regard that as statesmanship; 
I regard it as plain, ordinary partisan 
politics, because what would have hap
pened otherwise? Ten Republican 
members of the Ways and Means Com
mittee and five Democratic members of 
the Ways and Means Committee would 
have voted out the bill, 15 to 10, with
out any "sense of Congress resolution" 
when the committee was controlled by 
15 Democrats against 10 Republicans. 

Now I do not blame the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means and, 
in fact, I have great sympathy for his 
position of not wanting to report out the 

proper bill with Republican votes. But, 
I am afraid the gentleman is mistaken 
in thinking there is a majority who hap• 
pens to agree with his sense of Congress 
resolution even watered down. Particu
larly, if the gentleman really means what 
he said on the floor, and I believe he 
does, that this sense of Congress resolu
tion really does mean something. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. REUSS. I, of course, am not privy 

to the secret deliberations of the House 
Committee on Ways and Means, and I 
will have to accept the gentleman's ex
posure of that to the public record here. 
I do wlsh to make it clear that the sense 
of Congress resolution adopted by the 
majority of ·the Committee on Ways and 
Means on July 8 was the exact sense 
of Congress resolution word for word 
that the gentleman from Wisconsin pre
sented many weeks before to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. So far as 
I know not a comma in it was changed
certainly, nothing of substance or of 
sense in it was changed. So that it will 
not do to say it was watered down. It 
was not watered up and it was not 
watered down. It is the same identical 
resolution. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I will sup
ply to the gentleman for his perusal 
two marked-up copies showing how we 
changed the original thing that was be
fore us. Please do not take my word 
for all this. I know the gentleman can 
talk to others of his colleagues on the 
Committee on Ways and Means. I think 
he must be aware of the fact that most 
of the people on the Committee on Ways 
and Means feel that this sense of Con
gress resolution has no place in an in
terest ceiling bill, and that is probably 
the basic difficulty. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, if I may get on to 
some specific points. Objection No. 1-
of the possible inflationary aspects of 
this thing. I do not believe the sense 
of Congress resolution means anything. 
If it means nothing, then I do agree that 
it is not inflationary. But, I suggest 
probably it may mean something, to 
someone, Mr. Reuss and his followers 
among others. In that event it might 
easily be inflationary whether it is the 
result of psychology or what. The sec
ond point we have disposed of. No one 
has ever contested the right of Congress 
to tell the Federal Reserve, by law, what 
to do. Least of all the Chairman, Mr. 
Martin. 

Third, the question is whether or not 
the sense of Congress resolution is neces
sary. Well, I agree if the gentleman is 
really trying to get the Congress to tell 
the Federal Reserve to change whatever 
policies it has followed in the past, it is 
necessary, if that is the case. But, that 
is the very reason the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Chairman of the Fed
eral Reserve Board have opposed it. 
They are afraid the people will think it 
is changing the policy. The Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve :Board pointed 
out the Federal Reserve has purchased 
bonds from time to time. The gentle
man was not exactly fair, 1n my judg
ment, in his reading what the Chairman 

said before the Joint Economic Commit
tee because the Chairman pointed out 
that generally speaking-the gentleman 
did read the words "generally speaking," 
it is their policy to increase the monetary 
supply through lowering the reserves; 
but on specific occasions they bought 
bonds. Also the bill's only policy was not 
as the gentleman had at one time said 
a "wedded" policy. As the gentleman 
himself o:bserved, some people say it is 
more honored in the breach. In the 
testimony Mr. Martin pointed out where 
the Federal Reserve occasionally buys 
into the long-term market. I remember 
one instance he mentioned at the time of 
the Iraq and Lebanon crisis, the Fed went 
in. The Chairman was constantly point
ing out that he fully realizes the Federal 
Reserve can at times purchase bonds in 
the market and does do that. It is not 
a black and white proposition. But, the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board 
said he thought he had properly used the 
various tools. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin and 
the gentleman from Colorado tried to. 
create the impression, I am afraid, that 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
:Board is just casting aside this tool com
pletely. That is not his position. He 
says he utilizes the tools but he does not 
use them except in unusual circum
stances. I think he actually used that 
word or "something that is out of the 
ordinary." He felt it was a tool of that 
nature, and he was afraid that having 
used that tool in the past under certain 
circumstances and having used these 
other tools, that if there were any such 
sense of Congress resolution that really 
did mean something it would, in effect, 
be saying, "Change your policies to be 
more inflationary than you have." He 
is afraid that is what the interpretation 
would be. I must confess I agree with 
him, having listened to the speeches of 
my colleagues here today and others in 
the past months on interest rates, as I 
pointed out, and having talked about the 
background under which this sense of 
Congress resolution comes. Looking at 
the background of the people who have 
been taking the floor of the House, and 
I think the gentleman is one of them, 
and I know the gentleman from Colorado 
was over a period of the past few months, 
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PATMANJ-talking against high interest 
rates. How they deplored high inter
est rates. How they were complaining 
about the interest rates that we were 
paying on the Federal debt. Never once 
under my challenges did they explain 
why if that were so did the Federal 
Reserve-Treasury accord of 1951 come· 
about that switched the policy from the 
Federal Reserve pegging the market to 
the situation we have today where the 
Federal Reserve only goes into the mar
ket in a very selective fashion. 

There is where your phony low inter
est rates came about; and the reason the 
Federal Reserve accord was made was 
because we found it was inflationary to 
have the Federal Reserve going in and 
pegging the bond market. Senator 
DouGLAS himself said this on the floor of 
the Senate in 1951 in a speech dealing 
with the Federal Reserve accord. He 
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said that while they might save on -in
terest rates they would pay for it 
through the Government· as a purchaser 
going into the market and having to pay 
in inflated dollars for what it bought. 
He said you lose a great deal more, espe
cially through the economic damage 
which is created. 

So it is in this context that the sense 
of this same group of critics of interest 
rates must be considered when they in
troduce this sense-of-Congress resolu
tion. It perforce includes all the impli
cations, in spite of the pious protesta
tions to the contrary, all the implications 
of wanting to go back to some of the 
things that existed before the Federal 
Reserve-Treasury accord in 1951. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I will yield 
to both the gentleman from Colorado 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin. I 
yield to the gentleman from Colorado 
first. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In the 
last special order which I took I tried to 
recite the history of the accord in order 
that it may be seen in its proper con
text, and I think the gentleman's re
marks would be better if they would deal 
more in detail with the position I took 
at that time. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I know the 
gentlemen did, a few days ago, and I ap
preciate those remarks; and, inciden
tally, as soon as I can get my desk clear 
of this highway bill and a couple of other 
things I intend to take the floor and will 
notify the gentleman, to discuss that 
thing. 

Several months ago, I might say, the 
gentleman reiterated a philosophy which 
I took a great exception to, or a point 
of view, saying that this administra
tion is not in favor of low interest rates. 
I assume that we all want to have the 
lowest interest rates possible, and the 
argument over how we get low interest 
rates stems from different economic 
theories. It is our theory, my theory at 
any rate, and I think in this instance I 
am in accord with the administration, 
that this is the better way to try to keep 
interest rates down, and it is our theory 
that really what has driven interest 
rates up and has created this situation of 
debt management is the great size of the 
Federal debt and the budget deficits. 
The spenders in Congress who are trying 
to get us to spend more and more money 
are the real cause· of high interest rates. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. In just a 
minute. 

We on the Ways and Means Commit
tee have the same thing right now on 
the highway bill. A precious few of us 
voted against, but most of the members 
voted for, an acceleration and increase 
of the highway program back in 1958. 
I am one member of the Ways and 
Means Committee to stand on the floor 
here to say I could not be for it unless 
we were willing to pay for it. Those who 
voted to increase it are the very ones 
who even now will not vote to· pay for it. 
There were a few-six the other day, 
eight today-who have voted to try to 
pay for the program in a way other t_han 

- . '-

increasing the Federal deficit. I am 
willing to stand up here to try to cope 
with it. 

Mr. REUSS. Perhaps we can help the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I will tell 
you how you can help. You can help 
by keeping these appropriation bills 
down. They are getting larger all the 
time. That is what you can do if you 
are really interested in keeping interest 
rates down. Otherwise, I can tell you, 
you are just talking a lot of nonsense 
and about a lot of useless monetary 
shifting, because it is the size of the 
Federal debt that has caused the trouble 
in managing it. This causes high in
terest rates. This creates the pressures 
that result in inflation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. ------

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON 
MENTAL HEALTH 

Mr. LAFORE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. HALPERN] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include the text of a bill 
relating to mental health which he-intro
duced today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, today I 

have introduced a bill calling for the 
holding of a White House conference on 
mental health. I am motivated in doing 
this by the sobering realization that the 
gravest health problem in our Nation 
today is that of mental health. And, 
that furthermore, it is a problem-like 
the reaches of the human mind itself
that knows no geographical bounds and 
is worldwide in scope. 

In view of the universality of the men
tal health problem, world leaders in the 
field have designated 1960 as World 
Mental Health Year, to "provide an op
portunity to develop and carry out for
ward-looking activities aimed at giving 
added stimulus to all activities in the 
area of mental health, including re
search, with r. maximum of international 
cooperation and exchange of ideas." 

A White House conference would help 
develop an effectual program for 
America's participation in this world 
effort as well as initiate a pattern of na
tional leadership in the field of mental 
health. It would stimulate the develop
ment and coordination of Federal, State, 
community, and private programs for 
the purpose of combating the problem 
most effectively. 

Let me point up the seriousness of the 
situation. 

An estimated 17 million people or 
about 1 in every 10 persons in the United 
States are suffering from some form of 
mental illness. 

Mental illness fills more hospital beds 
than cancer, heart disease and tubercu
losis combined. It is the greatest health 
problem in the world today. In coun
tries with well developed health services, 
about one-half ·or the hospital beds are 
occupied by psychiatric cases. 

This is a _sopering and challenging 
Situation. When one· considers that an 
estimated 10 percent of public school 
children alone in this Nation are emo
tionally dis~urbed and that 1 out of 10 
children born now will need mental 
hospital care during his life, one realizes 
that the mental health problem is of 
vital concern to ourselves and to all 
mankind. 

In terms of money, the cost of mental 
dise·ase is fantastic. Just maintenance 
and treatment in mental hospitals in the 
United States of America requires about 
$750 million a year; and this does not 
include construction or expansion. The 
strain on the individual taxpayer is illus
trated by the fact that 28 percent of 
every tax dollar in the operating budget 
of New York State goes for the care of 
the mentally ill. If the cost of veterans' 
compensation is included, the total 
amounts to $3 million a day for the 
country as a whole. The loss to society 
is completely immeasurable. 

Experience at State mental hospitals 
has proved that there is a way to bring 
eventual reductions to these mounting 
costs-and that is through intensive 
treatment of patients rather than mere 
custodial care. Real dollar savings to 
the taxpayer can be achieved and hu
manitarian purposes served through an 
earlier return of patients to society. 
When patients are cured instead of re
ceiving just custodial care, the commu
nity saves money. The patient resumes 
his place in society, he becomes produc
tive again, and he once more assumes 
the status of taxpayer rather than tax 
consumer. 

To achieve this objective, however, re
quires steady dedicated effort and deeper 
understanding of the status of the fac
tors which are necessary for the develop
ment of an increased number of cured 
patients. 

Additional facts and figures in this 
regard emphasize the seriousness of this 
problem. 

Mental illness is increasing. For in
stance, in 1957, about 673,000 people, or 
51 percent of the 1,320,300 patients com
prising the average daily hospital census 
were patients in psychiatric hospitals. 
And, as our population continues to ex
pand, we can expect a larger number 
of mentally amicted persons. 

In addition, there is too much over
crowding and understaffing of mental 
hospitals. Psychiatric facilities are so 
overburdened that in many cases there 
are waiting periods of as long as 2 years. 
Our State mental hospitals-which com
prise the largest proportion of such fa
cilities-have only 45 percent of the 
physicians they need, 65 percent of the 
psychologists, 19 percent of the graduate 
nurses, 76 percent of the attendants. 

It is estimated that between 10,000 
and 20,000 more psychiatrists are needed 
and about 10,000 more clinical psycholo
gists. 

Another estimate is that there should 
be at least 1 clinic for every 50,000 in 
the population, or about 3,500 full-time 
clinics. Contrast this with the actual 
figure of some 1,350 clinics in the United 
States, including 65 VA clinics, and of 
these, about half give only part-time 
service. 
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Pati.ents in mental hospitals are not 

receiving adequate care. The per capita 
maintenance expenditure in public non
Federal mental hospitals in the United 
States, in 1957, was $1,332.75 per year, 
or $3.65 per day. These figures are to 
be contrasted with the 1944 standards of 
the American Psychiatric Association of 
$1,825 per patient per year, or $5 per day. 

This lack of funds, as well as lack of 
well-trained personnel, reduces the abil
ity to give vitally important early care 
to patients. Such care is exceedingly 
significant because if treatment is begun 
early enough and intensively enough 
about 80 percent of mental patients can 
look forward to being cured. 

Insufficient research is a disturbing 
element in the problem of mental health. 
While the States in 1958 were spending 
over $812 million in total maintenance 
expenditures for patients in public non
Federal mental hospitals, they spent less 
than 2 percent of this amount for re
search in mental illness. Again this is 
contrasted with the opinion of the Na
tional Governor's Conference on Mental 
Health in 1954, that 10 percent of each 
State's mental health budget should be 
allocated for research and training. 

Approximately $44,580,000 is being 
spent for mental health research by the 
States and by the major Federal and 
National voluntary agencies interested 
in mental health. On the basis of some 
673,000 patients in psychiatric hospitals 
in 1957, this works out to approximately 
$66 per individual patient, or about 26 
cents annually for each man, woman and 
child in the United States. Mental ill
ness is costing the Nation over $3.7 bil
lion yearly in hospital and medical ex
penses, job absenteeism, production loss, 
and so forth. Yet the annual research 
investment to combat this toll is only 
about 1 percent of the enormous cost. 

Has research thus far paid off? The 
new tranquilizing drugs together with 
greater expenditure per patient by 
States, and an increase in trained per
sonnel have brought about a sustained 
annual reduction in State hospital popu
lations and have returned cured patients 
to society much earlier. 

New developments are being reported, 
as for instance, in the field of drugs 
which are effective against depressions. 

Improvement in treatment methods 
and the increase in the numbers of 
patients who are being discharged from 
mental hospitals as a result of research 
are exceedingly welcome developments. 

_But when we realize that a large pro
portion of the patients in mental hospi
tals cannot yet be cured by known 
methods of treatment, the necessity for 
stepping up research is patently evident. 

Progress has been considerable-but 
the problems are many-the need for 
more trained personnel, more facilities, 
including community mental health 
services, more funds, more research, the 
development of out-patient services, and 
a far greater dissemination to the pub
lic of information on mental health 
problems so as to increase understand
ing. 

Fortunately, recognition of the seri
ousness of the mental illness problem is 
increasing. The 11th anniversary of the 
World Health Organization, on April 7 

this year, was dedicated to the mental 
health of mankind. 

And, through the efforts of the World 
Federation of Mental Health, an affiliate 
of the World Health Organization, 1960 
will be observed as World Mental Health 
Year. All nations will be invited to in
crease their efforts in the prevention and 
treatment of mental illnesses. In the 
words of the Federation, "the purposes 
of World Mental Health Year are to pro
vide an opportunity to develop and carry 
out forward-looking activities aimed at 
stimulating new scientific interest in the 
field of mental illness and mental health 
throughout the world." Five areas will 
be studied ranging !rom the mental 
health problems of children to the 
psychological problems induced by in
dustrialization and including surveys of 
the multiple causes and distribution of 
mental illness. 

World Mental Health Year will con
stitute a landmark in the battle against 
mental illness. Many of the fine private 
organizations in the United States in the 
field of mental health are working 
through a steering committee to develop 
ways and means for U.S. participation 
in the year. 

Mr. Speaker, as I have indicated, in 
recognition of the gravity of the mental 
health problem in the United States and 
in view of the coming observance of 
World Mental Health Year, I have today 
introduced a bill to provide for the hold
ing of a White House Conference on 
Mental Health to .be called by the Presi
dent with a tentative date of June 1960. 
I ask · that a copy of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The conference would be planned and 
conducted by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare with the assist
ance and cooperation of other depart
ments and agencies represented on the 
Federal Council of Mental Health. 

Provision for the conducting of similar 
conferences by the States in preparation 
for the White House Conference is 
included. 

The purpose of the Conference would 
be to bring together representatives of 
Federal, State and local governments, 
professional and lay people who are 
working in the field of mental health, 
and of the general public. 

My hope -is that it will develop recom
mendations and plans for action which 
will serve the purpose of-

First. Stepping up the research pro
grams designed to discover cures and 
better methods of prevention, care, and 
treatment of the mentally ill; 

Second. Coordinating the interchange 
of ideas so that the findings of separate 
units can be combined to reduce dupli
cation of efforts and expense and to 
effect the most productive methods in 
combating mental illness; 

Third. Increasing the availability of 
adequate treatment and trained per
sonnel for mental health patients so 
that they can receive the full benefit 
from the advances we have made thus 
far, thereby speeding up the process of 
recovery arid increasing the likelihood 
of the patient's return to soeiety as a 
productive member; 

Fourth. Providing better chances for 
our youth to grow up in robust good 
mental health; 

Fifth. Disseminating to the public 
more extensive information on mental 
health problems so as to increase the 
understanding of what is involved, to 
help relieve the social ostracism, and 
to indicate how an individual and a com
munity might meet the needs of the 
mentally ill; and 

Sixth. Encouraging U.S. participation 
in the activities and studies of the World 
Mental Health Year, 1960, and defining 
U.S. efforts in this field. 

I have long had an interest in the 
problems of the mentally ill, Mr. 
Speaker. As a State senator in New 
York I had the honor of sponsoring the 
law establishing the New York Mental 
Health Commission and the one author
izing the current $350 million mental 
hospital expansion program. I am a di
rector of the Queens County Mental 
Health Society. These years of study 
in the field have forcibly demonstrated 
to me the great need for a national, 
coordinated attack on the problem. 

In the words of one of the experienced 
experts in. the field, Dr. Paul Sivodan, 
"Mental diseases are the most curable 
and the most hopeless of all illnesses. 
The most curable because, if detected 
early, modern treatment will effect a 
cure." 

Herein lies the basis for an under
standing of the need for a nationwide 
program. Intensive treatment of pa
tients requires more of everything-re
search, personnel, facilities, and under
standing. But it means earlier return 
of the mentally ill to normal, produc
tive lives with a consequent real dollr..r 
saving to the taxpayer. 

· Progress has been substantial. But 
much, much more has to be done. Men
tal illness is still a danger to society, 
but mainly to its pocketbook. Frugal 
authorities have come to understand 
that curing patients is the cheapest way 
of having none. Healthier citizens are a. 
national asset of immeasurable value. 

That is why, Mr. Speaker, I urge the 
Congress to consider fully the incalcu
lable benefits in terms of human and 
material resources which can flow from 
a national conference which will provide 
the focal point for an assault on the 
illness which levies the heaviest toll on 
our country. 
A bill to provide for holding a White House 

Conference on Mental Health to be called 
by the President of the United States in 
June of 1960, to be planned and conducted 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare with the assistance and coopera
tion of other departments and agencies 
represented on the Federal Council on 
Mental Health; to assist the several States 
in conducting similar conferences on 
mental health prior to the White House 
Conference on Mental Health; and for 

-related purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "White House Con
ference on Mental Health Act". 
TITLE I-NEED FOR LEGISLATION; DECLARATION 

OF POLICY; DEFINITIONS 

Need for legislation 
SEC. 101. The Congress hereby finds and 

declares that the public interest requires the 
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enactment of legislation to formulate recom
mendations for frnmediate action in improv
ing and developing programs to permit the 
country to secure the benefits of the skills 
of those mentally 111 persons who can be 
cured and returned to normal society, to 
create conditions which will better enable 
this goal to be realized, and to further re
search on mental health because: 

(1) Mental illness is the greatest health 
problem in the United States today, filling 
more hospital beds than cancer, heart dis
ease, and tuberculosis combined. One out 
of every two hospital beds in this country is 
occupied by a mental patient. 

(2) The problem of mental illness is in
creasing. As a result of larger population 
and more expert and earlier diagnoses, 1 out 
of every 10 chlldren born now will need 
mental hospital care during his life as con
trasted with 1 out of every 20 children born 
in 1934. 

(3) There is too much overcrowding and 
understaffing of mental hospitals. Psychi
atric facilities are so overburdened that in 
many cases there are waiting periods as long 
as 2 years. Our State mental hospitals have 
only 45 per centum of the physicians they 
need. 

( 4) There is cause for concern in the 
growing signs of social maladjustment 
among normal young people. An estimated 
10 per centum of public schoolchildren in 
the United States are emotionally disturbed 
and need mental guidance. 

(5) The effect of mental illness on patients 
brings with it a great deal of suffering and 
hardship to their families and to others who 
may become involved. When a person is 
severely ill mentally, he is lost to the com
munity, and both the cost and the loss to 
society is immeasurable. 

(6) Intensive treatment of patients effects 
real dollar savings to the taxpayer. With 
the proper treatment administered early 
enough, 80 per centum of the mental pa
tients can be cured and returned to society 
as taxpayers rather than as tax consumers. 

Declaration of policy 
SEC. 102. (a) Whlle the primary respon

sibility for meeting the challenge and the 
problems of mental health is that of the 
States and communities, all levels of gov
ernment are involved and must necessarily 
share in such responsibility; and it is there
fore the policy of the Congress that the Fed
eral Government shall work jointly with the 
States and their citizens, to develop recom
mendations and plans for action which will 
serve the purposes of-

( 1) stepping up the research programs de
signed to discover cures and better methods 
of prevention, care, and treatment of the 
mentally ill; 

(2) coordinating the interchange of ideas 
so that the findings of separate units can 
be combined to reduce duplication of efforts 
and expense and to effect the most produc
tive methods in combating mental illness; 

(3> increasing the availability of adequate 
treatment and trained personnel for mental 
health patients so that they can receive the 
full benefit from the advances we have made 
thus far, thereby speeding up the process of 
recovery and increasing the likelihood of the 
patient's return to society as a productive 
member; 

(4) providing better chances for our youth 
to grow up in robust good mental health; 

(5) disseminating to the public more ex
tensive information on mental health prob
lems so as to increase the understanding 
of what is involved, to help relieve the 
social ostracism, and to indicate how an in
dividual and a community might meet the 
needs of the mentally ill; and 

(6) encouraging United States participa
tion in the activities and studies of the 
World Mental Health Year, 1960, and defin
ing United States efforts in this field. 

Definitions 
SEC. 103. For ·the purposes of this Act:-
( 1) the term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of Health, Education, and Welfare; and 
(2) the term "State" includes the Dis

trict of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, Puerto 
Rico, and Guam. 

TITLE n-WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON 
MENTAL HEALTH 

Time and purpose of Conference 
SEC. 201. {a) A White House Conference on 

Mental Health to be called by the Presi
dent of the United States in June of 1960 
in order to develop recommendations for fur
ther research and action in the field of 
mental health, which will further the poli
cies set forth in section 102 of this Act, 
shall be planned and conducted under the 
direction of the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare who shall have the co
operation and assistance of such other Fed
eral departments and agencies as may be 
appropriate. 

(b) For the purpose of arriving at facts 
and recommendations concerning the utili
zation of skills, experience, and energies of 
the mentally ill and improving conditions 
under which competent medical help may 
be obtained, the Conference shall bring to
gether representatives of Federal, State, and 
local governments, professional and lay peo
ple who are working in the field of mental 
health, and of the general public. 

(c) A final report of the White House 
Conference on Mental Health shall be sub
mitted to the President not later than ninety 
days following the date on which the Con
ference was called and the findings and rec
ommendations included therein shall be im
mediately made avallable to the public. 

Grants 
SEC. 202. (a) There is hereby authorized 

to be paid to each State which shall submit 
an application for funds for the exclusive 
use in planning and conducting a State 
conference on mental health prior to and 
for the purpose of developing facts and rec
ommendations and preparing a report of the 
findings for presentation to the White House 
Conference on Mental Health, and in de
fraying costs incident to the State's dele
gates attending the White House Confer
ence on Mental Health, a sum to be deter
mined by the Secretary, but not less than 
$5,000 nor more than $15,000; such sums to 
be paid only from funds specifically appro
priated for this purpose. 

(b) Payment shall be made by the Secre
tary to an officer designated by the Governor 
of the State to receive such payment and to 
assume responsibility for organizing and 
conducting the State conference. 

TITLE UI-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Administration 
SEc. 301. In administering this Act, the 

Secretary shall: 
(1) Request the cooperation and assist

ance of such other Federal departments and 
agencies . as may be appropriate in carrying 
out the provisions of the Act; 

(2) Render all reasonable assistance to 
the E:;tates in enabling them to organize and 
conduct conferences on mental health prior 
to the White House Conference on Mental 
Health; 

(3) Prepare and make available back
ground materials for the use of delegates to 
the White House Conference as he may deem 
necessary and shall prepare and distribute 
such report or reports of the Conference as 
may be indicated; and 

(4) In carrying out the provisions of this 
Act, engage such additional personnel as 
may be necessary (without reference to the 
provisions of the Ci vll Service Act) within 
the amount of the funds appropriated for 
this purpose. 

Advisory committees 
SEC. 302. The Secretary is authorized and 

directed to establish an Advisory Commit
tee to the White House Conference on Men
tal Health composed of professional and 
public members, and, as necessary, to es
tablish technical advisory committees to ad
vise and assist in planning and conducting 
the Conference. Appointed members of such 
committees, while attending conferences or 
meetings of their committees or otherwise 
serving at the request of the Secretary, shall 
be entitled to receive compensation at a 
rate to be fixed by the Secretary but not 
exceeding $50 per diem, including travel 
time, and while away from their homes or 
regular places of business they may be al
lowed travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law 
for persons in the Government service em
ployed intermittently. 
TITL:&: IV-AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 401. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as Congress deter
mines to be necessary for the administra
tion of this Act. 

DEVELOPMENT OF WATER POWER 
RESOURCES OF TRINITY RIVER 
DIVISION, CENTRAL VALLEY 
PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 
Mr. LAFORE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. UTTJ may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. UTI'. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks ago 

the House Interior Subcommittee on Ir
rigation and Reclamation considered my 
bill to provide for the joint development 
of the water power resources of the 
Trinity River division, Central Valley 
project, California, by the United States 
and Pacific Gas & Electric Co., to re
duce expenditures of the United States, 
to increase revenues of the United 
States, to encourage the most widespread 
use of the power generated at the lowest 
possible rates to consumers consistent 
with sound business principles, and for 
other purposes. 

In support of the joint development 
proposal Under Secretary of the Interior 
Elmer F. Bennett delivered one of the 
hardest hitting, most forceful statements 
which I have heard from any public om
cia! in quite some time. Though I will 
not attempt to summarize Mr. Bennett's 
statement, I will quote some passages il
lustrative of the definite ideas succinctly 
and accurately expressed therein: 

H.R. 5499 and H.R. 5521, like their prede
cessor bills, are the outgrowth of the engi
neering studies and negotiations for the sale 
of falling water which, by the Trinity Re- · 
authorizing Act of August 12, 1955, the Sec
retary of the Interior was "directed to con
tinue to a conclusion" and to report thereon 
to the Congress. • • • The studies and ne
gotiations convinced the Secretary, and he 
so reported them and in his 1958 appearance 
before your committee, that joint develop
ment was in the best interests of the Central 
Valley Project, of the area and of the United 
States. • • • 

In originally aut~orizing the Central 
Valley project in the act of August 26, 1937, 
the Congress specified that the generation 
and sale of electric energy was to be a 
m·eans of financially aiding and assisting the 
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other purposes of the project, of which, of 
course, irrigation was the principal one. 
The pending legislation is fully in keeping 
with and is a. logical outgrowth of that 1937 
directive of 'the Congress. 

Under Secretary Bennett then stressed 
four points: 

1. Irrigation development will be as well 
provided for under the proposed joint de
velopment as under all-Federal development. 
The Department's first concern was to make 
certain the irrigation development of the 
Central Valley project-which is its essential 
purpose-would not be adversely affected by 
joint development of the Trinity division. 
The report of the Commissioner of Reclama
tion states that water releases would be 
made in the same manner and in the same 
priorities as under all-Federal development. 

2. Power in the Trinity project should as
sist and can be used to assist multipurpose 
water development rather than to become a. 
financial drag on that development. 

Power produced at the Trinity powerplants 
will cost more than 7 mills; in fact, the cost 
m•ay well exceed 8 mms. If it is sold at 
less than 5 mills, under the anticipated Fed
eral rate schedule, this power would not pro
duce revenues to assist irrigation. On the 
other hand, the estimated earned surplus 
under joint development • • • is $188,822,-
000 greater than under the Federal develop
ment. • • • These substantially larger sur
pluses can be made an effective aid to water 
development in this region. 

After observing that the Bureau has 
under study new Central Valley develop
ments to cost over $1.2 billion, Mr. Ben
nett stated: 

In view of the small surplus remaining 
under all-Federal development with San 
Luis added, it seems clear that further de
velopment probably means either water rev
enues or power rates will have to be in
creased if the Congress decides to authorize 
these additional extensions of the Central 
Valley project. 

The pooled rate for all Federal power, while 
undoubtedly an acceptable operating proce
dure, only masks the loss represented by 
diluting 7-mill cost in a 5-mill sale. • • • 
The substantial impairment in surplus 
which all-Federal development brings about 
amply demonstrates that the sum of the 
Central Valley project whole is less than the 
sum of the project parts, if you add federally 
developed Trinity power facilities. 

3. The financial gains to the Federal Gov
ernment from joint development, both in 
tax revenues and increases in the project 
surplus, far exceed the increased power costs 
to Federal agencies. The increase in Federal 
income tax revenues under joint develop
ment is estimated at $83 million over the 50-
year period. This is more than do11ble the 
estimated increased power cost to Federal 
agencies. • • • 

4. Joint development results in a reduc
tion of $60 million in the required Federal 
appropriation for the project. Representing 
the Federal Government, we have deemed it 
our duty, particularly under existing budget
ary requirements, to conserve Federal funds 
when this can be done consistent with 
proper plans for development. The current 
budgetary situation compels me to ,observe 
that $60 million less for the Trinity division 
may well mean $60 million more for acceler
ated construction of other projects. 

Joint development, then, would reduce the 
capital investment necessary to accomplish 
the primary purpose-irrigation-of the 
Trinity division. In addition, joint develop
ment will produce income which can be used 
as further assistance to reclamation. 

These four points, which have impelled our 
recommendations, are not, I would like to 
make it clear, based upon any broad general-

izations concerning Federal, public, or private 
power. • • • Furthermore, no precedent for 
general application would be established 
here. 

After briefly summarizing the more 
important conditions of the proposed 
joint development agreements, Secretary 
Bennett referred to the bill's provision 
which gives the Government an option 
to recapture the power facilities upon 2 
years' notice: 

However, upon such recapture we would 
have on our hands the liability of power 
costing 7 to 8 mills and a 5-mill pooled 
selling rate, so we would be eating into the 
project surplus to dilute the loss. There
fore, the longer the Trinity powerplants 
remain in possession of the company before 
recapture, the greater the earned surplus as 
compared with an all-Federal development 
from the beginning of operations. 

Putting it another way, the earlier we re
capture the power facilities the· worse off the 
Central Valley project is financially. What 
more dramatic proof could there be of the 
drain on the Central Valley project of an 
all-Federal Trinity power development? 

In urging early action on this legisla
tion Mr. Bennett stated: 

It is imperative that power facilities design 
be completed and generating equipment be 
ordered so that the powerplants can be 
placed in operation in an efficient and order
ly manner. For every year after July 1, 1963, 
that the powerplants are not in operation, 
the Federal Government stands to lose in 
potential net revenues about $1,500,000 
under all-Federal development and about 
$4JWO,OOO under joint development. 

The above excerpts from Mr. Bennett's 
statement show conclusively the merits 
of the utility's proposal which this Con
gress should accept for the many sound 
reasons spelled out by the Interior De
partment's Under Secretary. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. ELLIOTT <at the request of Mr. 

RAINS) on account of illness. 
Mr. ALFORD <at the request of Mr. 

TRIMBLE) on account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. REuss, for 40 minutes, today. 
Mr. PoRTER, for 30 minutes, on tomor .. 

row. 
Mr. HoFFMAN of Michigan, for 10 min

utes, today, tomorrow, and Wednesday. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri, for 15 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. HEMPHILL (at the request of Mr. 

ALBERT), for 60 minutes, on Wednesday 
next, vacating his special order for today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. STRATTON and to include extrane
ous matter. 

Mr. RoosEVELT and to include extrane
ous matter. 

Mr. PuciNSKI in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SMITH of Kansas <at the request 
of Mr. VAN PELT) and to include extra .. 
neous matter. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. 
Mr. JENSEN and include a statement. 
Mr. RHODES of Arizona. 
Mr. BOWLES. 
Mr. JoNAS, to revise and extend his 

remarks made in Committee on H.R. 
8575 and to include tables. 

Mr. HARRIS, his remarks in Committee 
of the Whole today on the District of 
Columbia Stadium bill and to include 
two itemized tables. 

<At the request of Mr. ALBERT, and to 
include extraneous matter, the follow
ing:) 

Mr. CELLER in two instances. 
Mr. McDOWELL. 
Mr. MOELLER. 
Mr. HEBERT in two instances. 
Mr. FLYNN. 
<At the request of Mr. LAFORE, and to 

include extraneous matter, the follow
ing:) 

Mr. ALGER. 
Mr. SAYLOR in two instances. 

SENATE BITLS AND CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED 

Bills and concurrent resolutions of the 
Senate of the following titles were taken 
from the Speaker's table and, under the 
.rule, referred as follows: 

S. 258. An act to provide for certain reduc
tions in the reimbursable construction cost 
of the Kittitas division of the Yakima recla
mation project, Washington; to the commit
tee on Interior and Insular · Affairs. 

S. 713. An act to revise the boundaries of 
the Zion National Park in the State of Utah, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S.1071. An act for the relief of Nettie Korn 
and Manfred Korn; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1081. An act for the relief of Arshalouis; 
Simeonian; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

S. 1152. An act for the relief of Alicja Zofja 
Batukiewicz; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

S. 1429. An act for the relief of Magdaleno 
v. del Rosario; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S.1448. An act to change the name of the 
Abraham Lincoln National Historical Park 
at Hodgenvllle, Ky., to Abraham Lincoln 
Birthplace National Historic Site; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. . 

S. 1557. An act for the relief of Allen 
Howard Pilgrim, Cheryl Ann Pilgrim, Robb 
Alexander Pilgrim, and Jocelyn Marie Pil
grim; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1702. An act for the relief of Franciszek 
Roszkowski; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

s. 1731. An act for the relief of Pacifico A. 
Tenorio; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

s. 2021. An act for the relief of Irene 
Milios; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

s. 2238. An act for the relief of Kenzo 
Hachtmann, a minor; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

s. Con. Res. 38. Concurrent resolution to 
print for the use of the Committee on the 
Judiciary additional parts of certain hear
ings on administered prices; to the Commit
tee on House Administration. 
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S. Con. Res. 39. Concurrent resolution to 
print for the use of the Committee on the 
Judiciary additional copies of certain reports 
submitted by it and the Subcommittee on 
Antitrust and Monopoly; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

S. Con. Res. 41. Concurrent resolution to 
accept the statue of the late Senator Patrick 
A. McCarran for placement in Statuary Hall; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

S. Con. Res. 42. Concurrent resolution to 
place temporarily in the rotunda of the Capi
tol a statue of the late Senator Patrick A. 
McCarran; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

S. Con. Res. 43. Concurrent resolution to 
print proceedings of the presentation and 
acceptance of the statue of the late Senator 
Patrick A. McCarran for placement in Statu
ary Hall; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

S. Con. Res. 48. Concurrent resolution to 
promote peace through the reduction in 
armaments; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

S. Con. Res. 55. Concurrent resolution to 
place temporarily in the rotunda of the 
Capitol a statue of Esther Morris, of Wyo
ming, and authorizing ceremonies on such 
occasion; to the Committee on House Ad
mlnistra tion. 

S. Con. Res. 56. Concurrent resolution ac· 
cepting the statue of Esther Morris, of Wyo
ming, for placement · in the Statuary Hall 
collection; to the Committee on House Ad· 
ministration. 

s. Con. Res. 57. Concurrent resolution to 
print as a Senate document the proceedings 
incident to the acceptance of the statue of 
Esther Morris, presented by the State of Wyo· 
ming; to the Committee on House Adminis· 
tration. 

ENROLLED Bn.LS SIGNED 
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the Hous·e 
of the following titles, which were there
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 4243. An act for the relief of Peter 
Sergeevich Deryabin, also known as Thea· 
dare Stanley Orel; 

H.R. 4405. An act to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to conduct 
studies and render a report on the feasibil· 
1ty of developing the water resources of the 
Salt Fork and the Prairie Dog Town Fork 
of the Red River in the State of Texas; 

H.R. 4644. An act to credit to postal rev· 
enues certain amounts in connection with 
postal activities, and for other purposes; 

H .R. 5849. An act to amend the act of July 
'1, 1958, providing for the admission of Alask~ 
into the Union, relating to selection by the 
State of Alaska of certain lands made sub· 
ject to lease, permit, license, or contract; and 

H.R. 8283. An act making appropriations 
for the Atomic Energy Commission for the 
:tlscal year ending June 30, 1960, and for other 
purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 1289. An act to increase and extend the 
special milk program for children; 

S. 1455. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, with 
respect to the preservation of acreage history 
.and the reallocation of unused cotton acre· 
.age allotments; and 

S. 1512. An act to amend the Federal Farm 
Loan Act to transfer responsibility for mak-

ing appraisals from the Farm Credit Admin· 
istration to the Federal land banks, and for 
other purposes. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on August 6, 1959, 
present to the President, for his ap
proval, a bill of the House of the follow
ing title: 

H.R. 7454. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1960, and for other 
purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 7 o'clock and 6 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues
day, August 11, 1959, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1290. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Arniy, transmitting a letter from the Chief of 
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
July 13, 1959, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and an illustra· 
tion, on a survey of Jordan River Basin, Salt 
Lake City Streams, Utah, authorized by the 
Flood Control Act approved June 28, 1938. 
(H. Doc. No. 213); to the Committee on Pub
lic Works and ordered to be printed with one 
illustration. 

1291. A letter from the Postmaster Gen
eral, transmitting a report of overobligations 
of two budgetary allotments as of April 3, 
1959 and one as of June 30, 1959, pursuant 
to section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 665); to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

1292. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmitting a report cover
ing claims paid during the 6 months period 
ending June 30, 1959, on account of the cor
rection of military records of Coast Guard 
personnel, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 1552(f); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

1293. A letter from the Administrator, 
General Services Admirlistration, relative to 
a proposed disposition of approximately 
2,050 long tons of low-grade chromite now 
held in the national stockpile, pursuant to 
the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock 
Piling Act (53 Stat. 811, as amended, 50 
U.S.C. 98b(e)); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

1294. A letter from the President of the 
Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled "A bill to amend section 
866(c) of the act entitled 'An act to estab
lish a code of law for the District of Colum
bia,' approved March 3, 1901, as amended, 
relating to gambling"; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

1295. A letter from the Comptroller Gen· 
eral of the United States, transmitting are
port on the audit of the Bureau of the Mint, 
Treasury Department, for the :tlscal years 
1956, 1957, and 1958; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

1296. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy (Personnel and Reserve 

Forces) , transmitting a report of all claims 
for damage caused by naval vessels which 
have been paid during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1959, pursuant to section 7624(b} 
of title 10. United States Code; to the Com· 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

1297. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation entitled "A bill for the relief of 
American President Lines, Ltd., Nitto Shosen 
Co., Ltd., and Koninklijke Java-China-Paket· 
vaart Lijnen N. V. (Royal Interocean Lines)"; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1298. A letter from the Assistant Secre· 
tary of the Navy (Personnel and Reserve 
Forces), transmitting a report of all tort 
claims paid by the Department of the Navy 
during fiscal year 1959, ending June 30, 1959, 
pursuant to title 28, United States Code; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1299. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of Agriculture, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation entitled "A bill to amend 
section 1(e) of the act of August 1, 194'7 
(Public Law 313, 80th Cong.) as added by 
section 12(c) of the Federal Employees Sal
ary Increase Act of 1958"; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

REPORTS 
PUBLIC 
TIONS 

OF COMMITTEES ON 
BILLS AND RESOLU· 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, pursuant 
to the order of _the House of August 6, 
1959, the following bills and joint reso
lution were reported on August 7, i959: 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. S. 746. An act to amend 
the act entitled "An act to regulate the plac• 
ing of children in family homes, and for 
other purposes", approved April 22, 1944, as 
amended, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 804). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis· 
trict of Columbia. S. 1371. An act to re
peal the act approved March 3, 1897, and to 
amend the act approved December 20, 1944, 
relating to fees for transcripts of certain 
records in the District of Columbia; without 
amendment (Rept• No. 805). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis· 
trict of Columbia. Senate Joint Resolution 
52. Joint resolution directing the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia to cause 
a study to be made of all factors involved 
in the establishment, construction, and 
operation o.f heliports within the District 
of Columbia; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 806). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the 'Dis· 
trict of Columbia. H.R. 6585. A bill to 
amend the District of Columbia Teachers' 
Salary Act of 1955, as amended; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 807). Referred to the Com. 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis· 
trict of Columbia. H.R. 8392. A bill to 
amend the District of Columbia Stadium 
Act of 1957 with respect to motor-vehicle 
parking areas, and for other purposes; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 808). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis· 
trict of Columbia. H.R. 8527. A bill to 
exempt certain pension and other trusts 
established in the District of Columbia 
.!rom the laws of the District of Columbia 
relating to perpetuities, restraints on alien· 
ation, and accumulation of income; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 809). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State o;f the Union. 
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Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis· 

trict of Columbia. H.R. 8225. A bill to 
amend the Uniform Narcotic Drug Act of 
the District of Columbia, as amended, to 
permit paregoric to be dispensed by oral 
as well as written prescription; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 810). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. SHEPPARD: Committee on Appro• 
priations. H.R. 8575. A bill making appro
priations for military construction for the 
Department of De.fense for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1960, and for other pur
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 811). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

[Submitted August 10, 1959] 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint 
Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers. ~ouse Report No. 812. Report on 
the disposition of certain papers of sundry 
executive departments. Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 6888. A bill to 
amend section 4132 of the Revised Statutes, 
section 37 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, 
and section 2 of the Shipping ~ct, 1916; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 813). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. ROBERTS: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign commerce. H.R. 8238. A bill to 
prohibit the introduction into commerce of 
new motor vehicles which discharge sub
stances in amounts found by the Surgeon 
General of the Public Health Service to be 
dangerous to human health; with amend
~ent (Rept. No. 814). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: Committee on 
Science and Astronautics. Report on Re
search in CBR (Chemical, Biological, and 
Radiological Warfare); without amendment 
(Rept. No. 815) . Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 47. A bill to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a 
personal exemption for children placed for 
adoption; with amendment (Rept. No. 816). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FORAND: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 2164. A bill to repeal the 
cabaret tax; with amendment (Rept. No. 
817). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Illinois: Committee ·on 
Ways and Means. H.R. 2573. A bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with re· 
spect to the application of the estate 
tax marital deduction to widow's allow
ance or award; with amendment (Rept. No. 
818). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 4384. A bill to amend para
graph 1774 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with re
spect to the importation of certain articles 
for religious purposes; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 819). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 4576. A bill to transfer to the 
free list of the Tariff Act of 1930 book bind
ings or covers imported by certain institu
tions; with amendment (Rept. No. 820.) Re
ferred to the Committee of -the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 4586. A bill to amend section 
4021 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; 

without amendment (Rept. No. 821) . Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas: Committee on In
terior aiM Insular Affairs. H.R. 5270. A bill 
to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
convey to the Metropolitan Water District of 
Salt Lake City, Utah, all right, title, and in
terest of the United States in certain lands 
located in Salt Lake County, Utah; withqut 
amendment (Rept. 822). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 7456. A bill to extend for 3 
years the suspension of duty on imports of 
casein; with amendment (Rept. No. 823). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ANFUSO: Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. H.R. 6288; A bill to establish 
a National Order of Science to provide rec
ognition for individuals who make outstand
ing contributions in science and engineer
ing; with amendment (Rept. No. 824). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. House Concurrent Resolution 369. 
Concurrent resolution expressing the sense 
of the Congress against the seating of the 
Communist regime in China as the repre
sentative of China in the United Nations; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 825). Re
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MORGAN: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. H.R. 3180. A bill to extend for an 
additional 3 years the time within which 
the State of Michigan may commence and 
complete the construction of certain proj
ects heretofore authorized by the Congress; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 826). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, pursuant 
to the order of the House of August 4, 
1959, the following bill was introduced 
on August 7, 1959: 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 
H.R. 8575. A bill making appropriations 

for military construction for the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1960, and for other purposes. 
[Introduced and referred August 10, 1959] 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H.R. 8576. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 to extend to residents of the United 
States who are crew members on vessels, air
crafts, and other conveyances.arriving in the 
United States, within specified limits, the 
same exemptions from duty on personal and 
household articles as are granted passengers 
arriving on such conveyances; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROYHILL: 
H.R. 8577. A bill to amend the Federal 

Corrupt Practices Act, 1925, to provide that 
candidates for election to Congress shall ap
point a campaign treasurer to receive and 
disburse campaign funds, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on House Adminis
tration. 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
H.R. 8578. A bill to amend the Soil Bank 

Act so as to authorize the Secretary of Ag
riculture to permit the harvesting of hay on 
conservation reserve acreage under certain 
conditions; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 8579. A bill to amend section 67c of 

the Bankruptcy Act; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GEORGE: 
H.R. 8580. A bill to provide for the es .. 

tablishment . of the Huron Indian National 
Historic Site, in the State of Kansas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Im
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H.R. 8581. A bill to provide for holding a 

White House Conference on Mental Health 
to be called by the President of the United 
States in June of 1960, to be planned and 
conducted by the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare with the assistance and 
cooperation of other departments and agen
cies represented on the Federal Council of 
Mental Health; to assist the several States· in 
conducting similar conferences on mental 
health prior to the White House Conference 
on Mental Health, and for related purposes; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. KILGORE: 
H.R. 8582. A bill to authorize the San Be

nito International Bridge Co. to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across 
the Rio Grande River near Los Indios, Tex.; 
To the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. METCALF: 
H.R. 8583. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 so as to permit chari
table contributions, bequests, transfers, and 
gifts to the United Nations Children's Fund 
(UNICEF) to be deductible for income tax. 
estate tax, and gift tax purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. •GEORGE P. MILLER: 
H.R. 8584. A bill to amend section 4472 of 

the Revised Statutes to provide that the dis
position at sea of certain explosives and other 
dangerous articles shall be subject to regu
lation; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida: 
H.R. 8585. A bill to authorize the exchange 

of certain lands in or in the vicinity of Ever
glades City, Fla., in furtherance of the ad
ministration and use of the Everglades Na• 
tional Park, and to add certain donated 
lands to such park; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 8586. A bill to amend section 106 of 
title 38, United States Code, to provide vet
erans benefits for female members of tele
phone operating units, Signal Corps, who 
served overseas during World War I; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SAUND: 
H.R. 8587. A bill to provide for the equal· 

ization of allotments on the Agua Caliente 
(Palm Springs) Reservation in California, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHWENGEL: 
H.R. 8588. A bill to provide for the annual 

audit of bridge commissions and authorities 
created by act of Congress, for the filling ·of 
vacancies in the membership thereof, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

H.R. 8589. A bill to amend the Employ
ment Act of 1946 to make stability of prices 
an explicit part of the economic policy of 
the Federal Government; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H.R. 8590. A bill to provide a program for 

an Operation Bootstrap for the American 
Indian in order to improve conditions among 
Indians on reservations and in other com
munities, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SPENCE: 
H.R. 8591. A bill to amend section 7 of the 

Federal Home Loan Bank Act so as to au
thorize additional directors for Federal home 
loan banks under certain circumstances; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. CLARK: ' 
H.R. 8592. A b111 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 so as to provide ac-
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counting procedures whereby dealers -in per• 
sonal property may exclude from gross in
come amounts withheld by banks and finance 
companies on notes purchased from such 
dealers employing the accrual method of ac· 
counting; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. FRIEDEL: 
H.R. 8593. A bill to amend the act of June 

23, 1949, as amended, to provide that tele
phone and telegraph service furnished Mem
bers of the House of Representatives shall 
be computed on a unit basis; to the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. HAGEN: 
H.R. 8594. A bill to provide for stabiliza

tion and orderly marketing in the poultry 
industry; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 8595. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture to formulate and to put into 
operation a food stamp program, utilizing 
normal channels of trade; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KING of California: 
H.R. 8596. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the 
application, payment, and refund of the tax 
on use of highway motor vehicles; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McGOVERN: 
H.R. 8597. A b111 to provide for the develop

ment of a comprehensive family farm pro
gram, to bring the production of agricul
tural commodities into balance with de
mand therefor, to enable farmers to secure 
fair prices, to better utilize agricultural 
abundance in the Nation's interest at home 
and abroad, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MEYER: 
H.R. 8598. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act (as reenacted by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
1937) to require that prices stated in milk 
orders issued thereunder be expressed on a 
per quart basis; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.R. 8599. A bill to amend the Small Busi

ness Act, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H.R. 8600. A bill to amend the Longshore

men's and Harbor Workers' Compensation 
Act to eliminate double liability in certain 
cases; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 8601. A bill to enforce constitutional 

rights, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANE! 
H.R. 8602. A bill to increase the .maximum 

rate of mileage allowance for u.s: marshals 
travellng on official business, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ByMr.REUSS: . 
H.R. 8603. A b111 to amend the act of Oc

tober 30, 1951, by placing an annual limi
tation on publishers' second-class mall sub
sidies; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. • 

By Mr. STEED: 
H.R. 8604. A bill to provide a program of 

tax adjustment for small business and for 
persons engaged in small business; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DENT: 
H.J. Res. 490. Joint resolution relating to 

restoration of freedom to captive nations; to 
the Committee on Foreign A1Iairs. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H.J. Res. 491. Joint resolution relating to 

restoration of freedom to captive nations; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona: 
H.J. Res. 492. Joint resolution for the es

tablishment of a commission to study the 
nonmineral public land laws of the United 
States to facilitate the enactment of a more 
effective simpllfled and adequate system of 
laws governing the transfer of title to public 
lands to individuals, associations, corpora
tions and to State and local governmehts or 
their instrumentalities; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular A1Iairs. · 

By Mr. SPENCE: 
H. J. Res. 493. Joint resolution making a 

technical correction in section 5136 of the 
Revised Statues (relating to national banks); 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H. Res. 339. Resolution to discharge the 

Committee on the District of Columbia from 
further consideration of the bill H.R. 4630; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. FRIEDEL: 
H. Res. 340. Resolution providing two ad

ditional assistants for the document room, 
Office of the Doorkeeper; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. PRICE: 
H. Res. 341. Resolution authorizing the 

printing of the "U.S. Defense Policies in 1958" 
as a House document; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, · 
Mr. LIBONATI presented a memorial of 

the State of Illinois relative to amendments 
to the law relating to GI insurance, making 
it possible for veterans to convert such GI 
insurance to other types of insurance, which 
was referred to the Committee on Veterans' 
A1Iairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. GOODELL: 
H.R. 8605. A bill for the relief of Gustat A. 

Lawson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HARDY: 

H.R. 8606. A bill for the relief of Katherine 
0. Conover; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

~yMrs.KELLY: 
H.R. 8607. A bill for the relief of Madge 

Wisdom Collier; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIEHLMAN: 
H.R. 8608. A bill for the relief of Keiser 

Ruei; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

250. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
mayor. Las Vegas, Nev., urging enactment of 
"home rule" legislation for the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

251. Also, petition of the city clerk, Read
ing, Pa., requesting enactment of Senate bill 
1046 and House bill 4488, pertaining to labor; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

252. Also, petition of the executive vice 
president, Texas Manufacturers Association, 
Houston, Tex., commending the Congress for 
any action taken that has had for its purpose 
the balancing of the Federal budget through 
reduction in expenditures, and urging the 
Congress and the Texas delegation to support 
any effort designed to control inflation with
out impairing or restricting the free, unre· 
strained operation of our private competitive 
economy; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Blackmail Picketing in a Velvet Glove 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WINT SMITH 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. SMITH of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
tomorrow we are supposed to start debate 
on the so-called labor bill. I am sure 
every Member of this body is well aware 
of the deep issues involved. Every seg.:. 
ment of our society has a vital interest in 
this proposed legislation because it 
affects all the elements of our complex 
economic life. It has much emotional 
appeal to the general public-because it 
affects every man who labors within or 
outside the unions. 

Perhaps no one has a greater interest 
than the man who wants to labor and 
earn his wages free from the demands of 
coercive, racketeering, power hungry 
labor bosses-whose sole interest seems 
to be to get more money in the boss-con
trolled union treasury, so that he can get 
more power over his own members and 
the public at large by spending this 
money on controlling to a greater extent 
the political affairs of his community, 
State, and Nation. 

Too many people are of the opinion 
that whenever a state adopts a so-called 
right-to-work law that this would solve 
all so-called labor problems. Such is not 
the case. 

I trust that my colleagues will read the 
following letter written by a labor boss 
in Wichita, Kans . . This is the new 
modern Teamsters approach for union
ization of all employees. Read it care· 

fully because this method and technique 
can be applied to any employer in Amer
ica. The approach, as indicated in this 
letter, is clever and diabolical-another 
example of Hoffaism run wild. The 
letter shows the draftsmanship of a 
skiller operator who is sure of himself 
after being carefully advised by a sharp 
legal practitioner. 

The form of this letter was initiated in 
Chicago and was used there on Chicago 
employers where it was highly successful. 

Here is the letter as delivered to six 
trucking firms in Wichita, Kans. These 
firms are now being picketed as of this 
date-yet there is no strike, no contract 
negotiation, no nothing except blackmail 
of the rankest, foulest odor: 

CHAUFFEURS, TEAMSTERS, AND HELPERS, 
LocAL UNION No. 795, 

Wichita, Kans., July 22, 1959. 
DEAR Sm: Local 795, IBT, has decided to 

embark upon a campaign to organize your 
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office and clerical ·employees., To induce your 
employees to join this union, we shall begin 
to picket your establishment on or about 
the 27th of July 1959. We assure you that 
the picketing will be entirely peaceful. We 
have instructed our pickets not to threaten, 
intimidate, or coerce anyone. If there is any 
violation of those instructions, please ad
vise us and we shall see to it that corrective 
action is taken immediately. 

We wish to make it clear to you that local 
795 does not at this time represent, and of 
course we do not claim to represent, a ma
jority of your ofllce and clerical employees. 
Local 795 does not ask you to recognize it as 
exclusive bargaining representative for your 
employees, or indeed, ask you to recognize it 
for any purpose at this time. The purpose 
of our picketing is solely to call to the atten
tion of union members and supporters of 
organized labor that your office and clerical 
employees are not members of local 795. 

We hope that the demonstration of sup
port of local 795 in its efforts to organize, 
which this picketing will produce, will per
suade your employees to become members 
of our local union. When they do, they will 
join the thousands of other employees who 
are affiliated with the great International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters. In engaging in 
this picketing campaign, we are speaking for 
the members of our organization who are 
employed in businesses like yours and who 
feel the brunt of the unfair competition 
of your unorganized employees. 

This point we must emphasize. We are 
not making any demand upon your company 
at this time to agree to or execute any con
tract with our union covering any of your 
employees. Under the law your company is 
permitted to recognize and bargain with our 
local union only after a majority of your 
employees have authorized the union to rep
resent them. Therefore, even if your com
pany should now or hereafter offer to 
recognize our union or enter into collective 
bargaining with us our union would refuse 
such an offer and we would continue to 
refuse until your employees lawfully author
ize us to represent them. Should your em
ployees desire to join our union, they may 
apply for membership at the ofllce of local 
795, 417 East English, Wichita, Kans., or ask 
one of the pickets for a membership appli
cation card which they can fill out and 
return to him. When we have received ap
plications from a majority of your employees, 
we will contact your company further. 

You should also understand that it is your 
right under the Constitution of the United 
States and under the National Labor Rela
tions Act to advise your employees of the 
economic detriment which you and they will 
sustain as a result of the withholding of 
patronage from your concern by union mem
bers and sympathizers as long as they remain 
nonmembers of our union. 

You may, in the exercise of your lawful 
rights, explain these detriments to your em
ployees and urge them to apply for member
ship in the union and thereby acquire for 
themselves and for your company the good 
will of our union and its friends. You may 
not, and we are sure that you will not, threat
en to take economic reprisal against your 
employees, or grant them benefits, to coerce 
their choice in this matter. However, we 
feel sure that if your employees, who have 
been carefully taught to look ·to you for lead
ership on matters affecting their employment, 
are convinced that it is your sincere desire 
that they join the union, they will quickly 
realize that acquisition of union membership 
at the earliest opportunity is in their best 
interest. 

Yours very truly, 
S. E. SMITH, 

President and Business Representative. 

Mr. Speaker, now that you have read 
this blackmail letter-do you believe 
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there are very many small businessmen 
in your district who can survive this sort 
of blackmail? 

Briefly this is what the letter says: 
"We know the law, and the law says 

we can picket you as an exercise of free 
speech so long as we do it peacefully. 

"We know, also, that our picket at 
your door will put you out of business 
because you will not be able to move 
goods so long as our picket is there. · 

"We are under no necessity to sell the 
union to your employees because you will 
compel them to join our membership as 
quickly as the picketing shoe starts to 
pinch. 

''There is no occasion for us to use 
force and violence and risk possible in
junction proceedings against us because 
you, Mr. Employer, will do our job for 
us. You'll ·have to--or go out of business. 

"We don't care about what your em
ployees think or want. They will join our 
union or they won't work for you. 

"We don't care, either, for the sup
posed constitutional or moral rights of 
your employees. They lost their rights 
when the lawmakers and the courts 
ceased to protect them and delivered 
their economic ·destiny into our hands." 

This is the question every Member 
must answer: "Shall Congress submit to 
these blackmail evils?" Can a $2-a-day 
man, carrying a placard, close up a busi
ness--under the guise of "It's legal be
cause it is peaceful." We hear much 
about Iron Curtains--the Bamboo Cur
tain~the great free world society-but 
what about a curtain set up by a $2-a
day picket? -------
UAR Interference With Suez Canal Free 

Passage Not To Be Tolerated 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EMANUEL CELLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

A!onday,August10,1959 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, once 

again, Israel has been forced to lodge a 
complaint with the Secretariat of the 
United Nations on Egypt's interference 
with freedom of passage through the 
Suez Canal. 

This is not a matter which concerns 
Israel alone. We are faced with an in
fringement of maritime rights and a 
flouting of an international decision on 
the part of the United Arab Republic, 
which has gone a long way in establish
ing a dangerous precedent in the signifi
cant area of the freedom of the seas. 
Basic principles of maritime rights are 
being violated. It must be kept in mind 
that it is not only a matter of seizing 
Israeli ships but of seizing any ships 
which carry Israeli cargo, such as was 
done with the barring of the Ingetott 
from transit through the canal because 
it carried Israeli cargo. This is only one 
incident in a long line of incidents. 

Yet, the World Bank is seriously con
sidering lending to the United Arab Re
public a large sum of money for the en
largement of the Suez Canal. Thus, by 

indirection, we are placing ourselves in 
a dangerous position of incurring the 
continued violation of maritime rights. 
The World Bank should make no such 
loan just so long as the Arab Republic 
is using the Suel Canal as a weapon 
against a free State in its effort to 
strangle the economy of Israel. At issue 
here is not the enlargement of the Suez 
Canal. The need to do so might very 
well exist. At issue, is whether interna
tional commitments of the right of pas
sage can be arbitrarily violated, and 
whether such violation shall be encour
aged by the granting of the pending loan. 
Neither the Constantinople Convention 
nor the United Nations Security Council 
decision are sufficient, it would appear, 
to prevent the United Arab Republic 
from using the Suez Canal for its own 
political purpose. That the United 
Arab Republic could impound unlawfully 
-and with impunity, mail bags and scien
tific equipment taken off Norwegian 
ships bound for Israel, is hardly an act 
that can be passively viewed by any of 
the adherents to international law. 

I emphasize again that any active en
couragement, among which I would in
clude the granting of a loan by the 
World Bank for the enlargement of the 
Suez Canal, aids and abets the establish
ment of a precedent, which will some 
day reach forward to shackle us. 

Depressed Area Legislation Is Needed 
Now 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN P. SAYLOR 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, to thou
sands of American citizens, depressed 
area legislation is just as necessary to
day as it was a year ago. More so, in 
fact, for there has been an accumula
tion of misery in the intervening months. 
Another year has been added to the 
period in which so many willing hands 
have been idle due to reasons beyond 
their control. Industrial stagnation, 
which has prevailed particularly in com
munities where products of mines and 
plants have been deprived of markets by 
goods imported from across the seas, 
simply closes the door to job opportuni
ties. It is destructive of ambjtion, in
centive, and morale. It stunts individ
ual, community, and national develop
ment. 

But Congress cannot in conscience 
continue to ignore these conditions. 
Democratic representatives and Senators 
are among those of us who have intro
duced surplus labor legislation and have 
appealed for its enactment. I suggest 
that these voices be raised with renewed 
vigor, for time is running out on another 
session without accomplishment in this 
direction. Unless legislation is forth
coming, the leadership in this Congress 
must accept responsibility for an incon
gruity in which it rejects its own recom
mendation of the preceding session. 
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Mr. Speaker, a year ago Congress 
passed and sent to the White House the 
so-called depressed area bill. While that 
particular version of needed legislation 
was obviously too unsatisfactory to ex:.. 
pect the President to attach his signa
ture, there was nonetheless implicit in 
the measure an acknowledgment--by 
both the House and Senate--that legis
lation to assist surplus labor districts 
was necessary. 

In the ensuing 12 months an en
couraging number of unemployed men 
and women have returned to work, re
sulting in a highly favorable revision of 
surplus labor statistics by the Depart
ment of Labor. Unfortunately, however, 
the figures show no significant economic 
gain in numerous areas which have suf
fered most and over the longest periods 
of time. Included in those regions of 
prolonged and critical business activity 
are the neglected communities in Penn
sylvania receiving no apparent benefits 
of the Federal Government's multibil
lion-dollar defense program. 

In view of the continued distress in the 
most gravely-affected communities, Con
gress has been delinquent in failing to 
act on an admitted obligation. The new 
86th Congress was organized in January, 
but there was no departure from the 
leadership that decided on the need for 
depressed area legislation in 1958. The 
same party is again in charge of both 
houses. I hope that the strategy em
ployed last year-when a totally unac
ceptable bill was rushed through in the 
closing days of the session-is not re
sponsible for the current delay. Politi
cal philandery is especially deplorable 
when hunger and want are involved. 

Let us have action, Mr. Speaker. 

A Bipartisan Commission To Study the 
Nonmineral Public Land Laws of the 
United States 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN J. RHODES 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
today I have introduced legislation to 
establish a Bipartisan Commission To 
Study the Nonmineral Public Land Laws 
of the United States. The Commission 
will be charged with the responsibility 
of recommending to the next Congress 
a more effective, simplified, and adequate 
system of laws governing the transfer of 
title to public lands. I am convinced 
that the alternative to a new and modern 
system of land laws is chaos. 

Every Member of Congress from our 
public land States knows that there is 
something drastically wrong with pres
ent methods of transferring title to our 
public lands to individuals, associations, 
corporations, and to States and local 
governments. With ever-increasing fre
quency we receive letters from our con
stituents complaining about the delay, 
redtape, and injustices they have experi-

enced after applying for a tract of the 
public domain under our existing laws. 
These complaints are duly relayed by us 
to the Bureau of Land Management, 
which administers the laws. I know of 
no more frustrating experience than 
that of being advised by the Bureau that 
the application from my constituent will 
be taken up in its turn, but because of 
the present workload action should not 
be expected for at least a year. 

Modernization of our nonmineral pub
lic land laws is long overdue. As this 
Nation expanded it was to the interest 
of our Government to get the public do
main into private hands as rapidly as 
possible. The Nation needed revenue, 
our land needed developing, and the 
country needed the crops such develop
ment produced. 

Laws to facilitate the transfer of the 
public domain into private ownership 
were enacted to meet the needs of the 
times. Altogether, some 5,000 private 
and public laws have been passed by 
Congress for this purpose. Many of 
those laws are still on the books and as 
a result our Government and its citizens 
are confronted with a patchwork of con
fiicts and contradictions. 

The multiplicity of these laws govern
ing disposal of the public domain has 
created intolerable administrative dif
ficulties. 

For example, a single tract of unre
served, vacant public domain can be cov
ered simultaneously by applications un
der the Desert Entry, Small Tract, 
Homestead, Private Exchange, Soldier's 
script Rights, Public Sale, Recreation, 
and Public Purposes, or State School Se
lection Acts. The cost to the Govern
ment of resolving these confiicts, of de
ciding under which act the tract should 
be disposed of and to whom, vastly ex
ceeds the value of the land itself. 

Compounding the confusion created 
by this hodgepodge of law is the ever
increasing pressure from our citizens, 
local governments, and industry for ac
quisition or use of the public domain. 
Under present laws, each application 
must be considered separately. The 
land involved must be examined and 
classified. Protests must be heard. Ap
peals must be decided. Confiicts must 
be resolved. In 1954, the Bureau started 
the year with a backlog of 25,013 cases 
to be adjudicated. BY 1958, despite gen
erous increases in appropriations to ex
pedite these cases, the backlog had in
creased to 54,725. 

A large number of these cases are 
traceable to the operations of land lo
cators. Taking advantage of the present 
complexities of our public land laws, 
they have led thousands of our citizens 
to believe that the public domain is 
theirs for the asking. Their clients are 
not told that before they can obtain title 
under the Desert Land Act, the land 
must be irrigated and put into agricul
tural production. Assuming that water 
is available-which in most cases is 
not-this requires an outlay of over 
$25,000. Yet these land locators con
tinue to bilk the general public out of 
millions of dollars per year by filing ap
plications which they know are doomed 
to rejection. The administrative bur
den this imposes . upon the Government 

is tying up effective management or 
transfer of the public domain. 

The study commission proposed in my 
bill would limit its consideration to non
mineral public land laws. I do not mean 
to imply that there are not confiicts in 
other public land use statutes. It is, 
however, in the field of public land dis
position where administrative burdens 
imposed by confiicting laws are penal
izing the individual seeking land, the 
Government, and the taxpayer. 

The commission would be bipartisan, 
three members to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House, three by the Pres
ident of the Senate, and three by the 
President. A thoroughgoing study of 
our nonmineral land laws has been 
needed for years. The redrafting of 
these laws to meet present-day needs of 
our people is a must. Until this is done, 
effective and efficient administration of 
the public domain is impossible. 

Restoration of Freedom to Captive 
Nations 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI 
OF n.LINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have 

today introduced a joint resolution 
which I hope will receive the approval 
of Congress before we adjourn this ses
sion. 

This resolution calls for an affirmation 
by Congress that it is the intent of the 
Congress of the United States that the 
people of the captive nations of Europe 
be given a right to choose their own 
philosophy of government and their own 
rulers in a spirit _of complete freedom. 

I am enclosing an editorial which ap
peared in the Washington Star, com
menting on the unprecedented reception 
given our Vice President by the people 
of Poland during his recent visit to that 
country. 

The estimated 250,000 Poles who greet
ed the Vice President of the United 
States upon his arrival in Warsaw 
should demonstrate to the entire free 
world the very profound yearning and 
respect that these Polish people have for 
the United States and for the principles 
of freedom. This was not necessarily an 
expression for Mr. NIXON but, rather, it 
was the only way the Poles could demon
strate their admiration for America and 
their traditional hatred of communism. 

As the Washington Star points out in 
its editorial of August 4-

Directly and indirectly, the people of Po
land have said many eloquent things 1n the 
extraordinarily warm welcome they have ac
corded Vice President NIXON. In marked con
trast to their lukewarm, if not sullen, re
action to Soviet Premier Khrushchev's recent 
visit, they have left no room for doubt that 
their heart belongs much more to the United 
States than to the U.S.S.R. 

I firmly believe that the United States 
should now go on record, as categorically 
as we can, that we in this country and 
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the people of the free world in general 
share with the people of the captive na
tions their longing for freedom. , 

The adoption of the resolution which 
I have proposed today would indeed be 
a heartening reassurance to these people 
that their great dedication to the prin
ciples of freedom, which they continue 
to maintain despite the fact that they 
have had to live under Communist rule 
forced upon them after World War II, is 
greatly respected by those of us fortu
nate enough to live in a free country. 

I am one of those who views with great 
concern the pending visit of Soviet Pre
mier Khrushchev to this country. I do 
not think that it will serve the purposes 
announced by those who have arranged 
this visit. However, since the Soviet 
Premier is going to be in this country, I 
think that it is incumbent on the Mem
bers of Congress to make known to the 
President of the United States that when 
the Soviet Premier does come here, the 
President should firmly impress on him 
that this Nation must continue to view 
all Soviet foreign relations with suspi
cion so long as these captive nations are 
forcefully held in the Soviet orbit. 

It should be made clear to Mr. 
Khrushchev that there is a true road to 
peace, and that road leads through the 
captive nations, which must be given 
an opportunity to choose their own gov
ernment in free and unfettered elections 
supervised by the United Nations before 
tensions in Europe can be eased. 

It should be ·made clear to Mr. 
Khrushchev that you cannot take the 
noble nations of central Europe and 
plunge them under Communist rule 
against their will and expect lasting 
peace in Europe. 

If the Soviet Premier sincerely wants 
peace, let him demonstrate it to the free 
world by releasing the captive nations 
from their forceful rule by Moscow and 
let these nations voluntarily pick their 
own form of government. 

Mr. Speaker, the Washington Star edi
torial, which I mentioned earlier, fol
lows. I believe that it eloquently speaks 
out for the cause ·of a free Poland and 
all the other nations now being held 
captive by the Communists: 
,[From the Washington Star, Aug. 4, 1959] 

CATALYST IN POLAND 
Directly and indirectly, the people of Po

land have said many eloquent things in the 
extraordinarily warm welcome they have ac
corded Vice President NIXoN. In marked 
contrast to their lukewarm, if not sullen, re
'action to Soviet Premier Khrushchev's recent 
visit, they have left no room for doubt that 
their heart belongs much more to the United 
States than to the U.S.S.R. 

This is a fact that may be stated quite 
objectively, without any desire to draw in
vidious comparisons. The Poles and the 
Russians, after all, have been at odds for 
centuries, often in the most bitter way
under the Czars as well as under the Com
munists. Mr. Khrushchev himself, who pre
sumably okayed the Warsaw regime's de
cision to invite Mr. NIXoN, is too good a 
student of history to have to be told about 
this, and we may assume that he has not 
been particularly surprised by what has hap
pened-hurt perhaps, but not surprised. 

The truth is, of course, that there is a 
unique a1Hliity-historical and affectionate
between our country and the Poles. Since 
that long-ago time when men like Pulaski 

helped George Washington to achieve vic
tory over the British in the American Revo
lution, great numbers of these people, over 
a period of generations, have emigrated to 
the United States and played an important 
part in building it to its present greatness. 
Small wonder, therefore, that Mr. NIXON has 
gone through a sort of triumphal march in 
Warsaw. 

But the plaudits of the great Polish crowds 
have been addressed not simply to the Vice 
President, but to our entire country and to 
the free way of life it stands for. Mr. NIXON 
in that sense, by his presence over there, has 
been a kind of catalyst. Just the sight of 
him has been enough to move the people
hundreds of thousands of them-to cry 
"Bravo, America!" and to make clear that 
years of Communist control (somewhat less 
stringe~t than in most satellite lands) have 
not succeeded in eradicating their love of 
liberty and their pro-American views. 

Knowing the Poles as they do, Mr. 
Khrushchev and his colleagues 1n the 
Kremlin probably have not been taken aback 
by all this. Yet, since the same sort of mood 
prevails in varying degrees throughout their 
satellite empire, they must sometimes won
der most seriously about the loyalty of that 
empire and their ability to hold on to it. 
This is one of the subjects that Mr. K. is 
likely to be challenged on repeatedly, and at 
great length, when he visits our country 
next month. 

Khrushchev Would Feel at Home at TVA 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BEN F. JENSEN 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my own remarks in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I include ex
cerpts from a newsletter of August 9 by 
Mr. Thurman Sensing, executive vice 
president of the Southern States Indus
trial Council, of Nashville, Tenn., as 
follows: 

As more or less of a. postscript, we notice 
a Senator has written the President a letter 
urging him by all means to have Mr. Khru
shchev include a. survey of the TVA in 
his tour of the United States. Well, if the 
thought is to make him feel at home, we 
should say that is a pretty good idea-be
cause he will certainly find no free enter
prise there. But what is Mr. Khrushchev 
himself to think, when we parade the TVA 
before him with pride, than that we are 
already aping his philosophy of state owner
ship and state control-and that we are 
already on our way toward making his 
prophecy about our grandchildren come 
true? We all want peace, yes, but must' 
we obtain it at the expense of consorting 
with Communists and by the loss of our 
self-respect? 

Mr. Speaker, it is noteworthy, but 
not surprising, since the organization 
which Mr. Sensing represents is located 
in the heart of the Tennessee .Valley 
Authority, that he would dare make 
such a statment; but the facts are, Mr. 
Sensing, like most every patriotic, deeP
thinking American who lives close to the 
scene, knows full well that the final 
effect of that socialistic, autocratic em• 
pire within our free Republic will bring 
nothing but dictatorship and misery to 

the good- people of that vast area who 
are at this very minute dominated by a. 
board of three men not elected by the 
people. 

One of the most important duties of 
Congress, now and in the near future, is 
to keep the Socialists from organizing 
the other great river valleys in the 
United States of America and prevent 
the same fate as has befallen the people 
in the Tennessee River Valley-for if 
that should be accomplished then 27 
men not elected by the people would be 
in complete control of the lives and 
property of every American. 

I hope every reader of this statement 
will write me requesting a copy of my 
speech of May 4 on this all-important 
subject. 

H.R. 8575 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHESTER BOWLES 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,August10,1959 

Mr. BOWLES. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate this opportunity to express in 
greater detail my concern over one as
pect of H.R. 8575 which was passed this 
afternoon. The Appropriations Com
mittee's action in denying funds in this 
bill for new barracks at the naval sub
marine base in Groton, Conn., ~arne as 
a shock and a surprise to all of us who 
have followed this situation closely. 

Probably no single weapon in Amer
ica's arsenal of defense is more promis
ing and more vital to our position in the 
free world than the Polaris missile and 
the nuclear submarines which will carry 
it. This Congress has consistently rec
ognized the value of the Polaris weapons 
system. Time and again we have cut 
through confusing and conflicting inter
service rivalries to grant the highest 
priority to the Polaris concept. The Con
gress has shown the way to a reluctant 
Executive by increasing administration 
recommendations for Polaris authoriza
tions and appropriations. 

Mr. Speaker, the item deleted by the 
Appropriations Committee is the very 
heart of this program. It would have 
provided for the men who will give life to 
the Polaris program. Specifically, it 
would have provided housing for the 
hundreds of skilled submariners who will 
constitute the two crews of each Polaris 
submarine. 

To eliminate this item, previously re
quested by the Navy and authorized by 
the Congress, simply does not make 
sense. 

The Polaris program, as advanced as 
it is, cannot be put into operation with
out men. These men will be trained at 
the submarine school of the naval sub
marine base in Groton, the most ad
vanced school of its type in the world. 
In May of this year the Navy announced 
that it considered the training of Polar.is 
crews of sumcient importance to assign 
two crews to each Polaris submarine in
stead of the usual one. One crew will be 
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in training ashore- at Groton while the 
other crew is at sea. This precedent
shattering move indicates the impor
tance the Navy attaches to the Polaris 
program. Yet the committee action in 
deleting funds for housing for these men 
will seriously hamper the entire train
ing program. 

Mr. Speaker, when the authorization 
bill for this construction was before the 
Armed Services Committee earlier this 
year, there was no question as to the im
portance of this item. When the House 
passed the authorization bill there was 
no question as to its importance. Now~ 
apparently, because of a feeling that the 
Navy might be able to use Government
owned land in the Groton area for this 
construction rather than acquire addi
tional land, the ent.ire item has been de
leted. If the Appropriation Committee's 
action is ultimately sustained, we shall 
have seriously stalled -one of the most 
important phases of our national de
fense. 

It has been suggested, Mr. Speaker, 
that sectional rivalries for the site of 
the Polaris training school entered into 
the dec.ision of the committee. I am 
sure this is untrue. 

As every Navy man knows, Groton, 
Conn. is the submarine capital of the 
world. Officers and men from every one 
of our allies which maintains a subma
rine force have been trained there. It 
represents a concentration of facilities 
and know-how unduplicated anywhere 
on the globe. 

The Navy, itself, has long since ac
knowledged the preeminence of the Gro
ton base. 

I am sure that the committee's action 
was well intended and in keeping with 
its traditional diligence in assuring 
American taxpayers with the maximum 
return on their tax dollar. Nevertheless, 
I am also sure that this action could 
only have resulted from a failure to 
realize the consequences to the vital Po
laris program. I think it is essential that 
the full amount of $2,269,000 be restored 
before H.R. 8575 reaches the President 
for approval. If not, we will have un
wittingly struck a seriously damaging 
blow to our national defense. 

Publishers' Second-Class Mail Subsidies 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
O'F 

HON. F. EDWARD HEBERT 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I feel 
impelled to rise in reply to the recent 
remarks of the gentleman from Penn.:. 
sylvania fMr. RHODES] entered in the 
RECORD on July 28, 1959, in support of 
H.R. 8433, introduced by him on that 
date to place an annual limitation on 
what he calls publishers' second-class 
mail subsidies. 

The gentleman takes the flat position 
that the present second-class rate struc-

ture affords an unjustified subsidy to 
newspaper and magazine publishers. 

I think it is only fair to call to the at
tention of the House, at the outset, the 
fact that the cost statistics which orna
ment the gentleman's remarks are sup
plied by the Post Office Department, 
itself. 

The publishers have time and again 
demonstrated the illusory character of 
the Department's cost-accounting sys
tem. But it is not necessary to rely on 
the publishers alone for this demonstra
tion. 

A study of the record will show that 
this House has long ago learned that it 
must guard itself against so-called Post 
Office statistics. 

As recently as 1954, the Post Office 
Department conducted a survey based on 
over 2,000 interviews, the questions asked 
being, in the opinion of Congressman 
DAwsoN, of illinois, chairman of the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
so framed as to bring out what the De
partment wanted to prove. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, that committee 
found, as stated in its 1956 report
House Report No. 2914, 84th Congress, 
2d session, page 9-that "the timing of 
the survey to coincide with congressional 
consideration of legislation proposed by 
the Post Office Department to increase 
postage rates," and the circumstances 
surrounding its confection, "strongly 
support the conclusion that the survey 
was made and distributed" in direct vio
lation of title 18, United States Code, 
section 1913. 

Perhaps, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is not aware of the 
total unreliability of data supplied to the 
Congress by the Post Office Department, 
for he asserted categorically, in his re
marks in support of his bill, that what 
he calls subsidies to the publishers-and 
I quote his own words-"are carefully 
hidden in the over~ll bookkeeping op
erations of the Post Office Depart
ment"-page 14544. 

For my own part, Mr. Speaker, I am 
entirely satisfied that it is really the 
excess revenues received by the Post 
Office Department over the cost of han
dling second-class mail matter, which, 
in the words of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, "are carefully hidden in 
the overall bookkeeping operations of the 
Post Office Department." 

The system of accounting employed 
by the Post Office Department simply 
does not give appropriate consideration 
to the relatively low cost of handling 
second-class mail, which a proper ac
counting system would show. 

For instance, the Post Office account
ing system fails to take into account, 
the fact that, to save time, many pub
lishers themselves transport a large part 
of their newspapers from the place of 
publication thereof, to delivering post 
offices; so that the Post Office Depart
ment, while collecting second-class mail 
rates for the entire transportation serv
ice, performs no part of it whatever ex
cept minimal ultimate terminal delivery. 

It must be remembered, Mr. Speaker, 
that the present system of high zone 
rates on second-class mail matter, had 

its genesis in 1917, as a measure to raise 
revenue for the First World War. 

That bill was not referred to the Post 
Office Committee of this House for con
sideration. It went to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, as a revenue 
measure. 

As stated by one of my distinguished 
predecessors from Louisiana in this 
House, the Honorable J. Zach Spearing, 
of New Orleans, the 1917 postal revenue 
statute "was a war measure to seek addi
tional income from any and every 
source possible, including the Post Office 
Department"; and he said that the pub
lishers were to be commended for their 
patriotic attitude, because they "did not, 
at the time of the increases, make any 
complaint"-volume 69, CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, page 5783. 

But, Mr. Speaker, even at the time 
that the :first of these measures to raise 
revenue through increases in second
class mail rates was being considered in 
this House, the principle of keeping those 
rates low to conform to our concept of a 
free press was being emphasized. 

At that time, for instance, Congress
man Mondell, of Wyoming, called the 
attention of the House to the fact that-

we have here established a rule common 
to all English-speaking people the world 
over, common to democracies the world over 
of treating the dissemination of news·, 
of ideas, of literature differently from the 
manner in which we treat the transportation 
of cotton and bacon and ham. (55 CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, 2769.) 

At the same time, Congressman Mann~ 
of Illinois, pointed out (55 CONGRESSIONAL 
ltECORD, 2765-2766): 

We spend every year in the United States 
hundreds of mlllions of dollars in primary 
education and a very large amount in col
lege education for the youths. But the great 
educational force of the country is in the 
newspapers and magazines. • • • Now, no 
one would suggest that we close our schools 
by taxation for this purpose and spend it on 
the war. • • • The circulation of the news
papers and magazines throughout the coun
try, with their advertisements, has contri
buted more to the growth of business in this 
country, unparalleled in the world, than any 
other single factor. • • • We can raise suf
ficient money in other ways, without en
deavoring to lay the heavy hand of taxation 
upon those influences which have worked 
from the start for the best interests of the 
country: 

Mr. Speaker, there can be no question 
that proper accounting will show that 
present second-class mail rates, with 
their special zone rates on advertising, 
are substantially in excess of the cost of 
handling mail matter of the second class 
in the post offices of the country. 

Advertising, Mr. Speaker, is the great 
force primarily responsible for the free
dom and independence of our press from 
undesirable influences. 

As conceded by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania in his address to this 
House just a few days ago-page 14545-
"actually, the subscribers to these maga
zines would eventually pay for the in
creased postage costs." 

Mr. Speaker, it is the subscribers to 
the newspapers and magazines who are 
paying the tax presently levied in the 
form of e~cess second-class postal rates 
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on the advertising content of publica
tions passing through the mails. 

I submit, Mr. · Spe·aker, that this tax 
on advertising is an infringement of 
the freedom of the press guaranteed by 
our Constitution to those subscribers. 

And I submit further, Mr. Speaker, 
that any contemplated increase in over
all second-class postage rates, even in 
the guise of a limitation on so-called 
publishers' second-class mail subsidies, 
would be an aggravated infringement of 
the same fundamental constitutional 
guarantee. 

The Control of lnftation by Making Price 
Stability an Explicit Goal of National 
Economic Policy 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. FRED SCHWENGEL 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, my 
studies on the causes of infiation and its 
impact upon the various segments of our 
economy, have led me to suggest several 
areas where the Government could take 
specific steps to curb the disastrous ef
fects of inflation. 

One of the most elemental of these is 
the statement of policy which the Fed
eral Government should make to insure 
that reasonable price stability is an ex
plicit goal of our economic policy. 

To do this, I have today introduced a 
bill which would amend the Employ
ment Act of 1946 so that price stability 
can be included as an integral part of 
the economic policy of the country. 

In addition to promoting maximum 
employment, production, and purchas
ing power under the act, my bill would 
add the simple but all-important state
ment, "at reasonably stable prices." 
This would become the new declaration 
of policy under the Employment Act of 
1946. 

In that section of the Employment Act 
dealing with the Economic Report of the 
President, my bill would call for the re
port to set forth also "current and fore
seeable trends in price levels prevailing 
in the economy, and other steps, if any, 
which have been taken to counter in
flationary and deflationary pressures 
arising within the economy." 

The legislation which I am introduc
ing would also call upon the Council of 
Economic Advisers to include among its 
duties the recommendation of policies on 
purchasing power and maintenance of 
a reasonably stable level of prices. 

The President has recommended in 
his state of the Union message this year 
that the Employment Act of 1946 be 
amended to include reasonable price sta
bility as an explicit goal of the Federal 
economic policy. 

The interim ·report of the Cabinet 
Committee on Price Stability and Eco
nomic Growth recommended that Con
gress give highest priority to the proposal 
outlined by the President. 

My friends, this is one of the elemen
tary things which Congress can do: 
speak out clearly on price stability and 
thus assure the people that it is our goal 
to fight inflation at this level by every 
means. 

I do not recommend forced price con
trols. In many respects, they would be 
worse than our present situation. Price 
controls always lead to wage controls and 
the freedom of the individual and our 
economy both suffer. Such controls 
have been in force in war time, but cer
tainly they should not be justified in time 
of peace. Peace stability can be imple
mented with the same force and direction 
that we give to maintaining as full em
ployment as possible; or full production; 
or full purchasing power. The policy 
needs the direction which a specific na
tional goal, backed by the administra
tion and the Congress, can give it. 

There comes a time in the implemen
tation of our economic policy when we 
should give the consumer a break. I 
agree with· my colleague, Congressman 
WALTER JUDD WhO helped draft the 
original Employment Act of 1946, and 
who also sees the wisdom of amending 
that act now so that price stability is 
covered. 

Congressman JUDD feels that when the 
combined forces of industry and labor 
increase productivity, which usually re
sults in an increase in wages and profits, 
there should also be some thought g.iven 
to price reductions. I concur that one 
of the rounds in the wage-price spiral 
should veer off to benefit the consumer. 
Whenever possible, give him a reduced 
price to lower the cost of living and help 
improve his purchasing power. You can 
see how much we would broaden the 
base of purchasing power if we were to 
think in terms of reduced prices for the 
consumer once in a while. 

At the present time one of America's 
largest industries is in the throes of a 
costly strike. Wages in the steel indus
try are high. Profits have been high 
also. There is no doubt in my mind that 
steel prices can be reduced and the nor
mal workload carried on with a reason
able cost-of-living increase in wages, or 
comparable fringe benefits, and still give 
a tremendous boost to the average con
sumer who is seeing his purchasing 
power dwindle more each time there is 
a strike which increases wages and in
evitably increases prices. What a great 
thing it would be to give the consumer 
a seat at the bargaining table and to 
consider his stake. We would really be 
combating inflation then. 

I am also disturbed by the announce
ment that one of the major oil companies 
might increase the price of gasoline; only 
a cent a gallon to be sure, but, neverthe
less, anotl1er increase. Nothing I have 
read or heard to date convinces me that 
there is any· solid just.ification for an in
crease. We all know that it would 
spread to the other companies and the 
consumer would be nicked again. 

This is the time to J:iold the line; to· 
use every voluntary means of holding 
down prices. When we do this we halt 
the spiral; we improve the purchasing 
power of the average ·individual and we 

make a solid blow against the cruelest 
tax of all-inflation. 

Congress has the power to act in see
ing that price stability is forthrightly 
enunciated as one of the goals of our 
economic policy. This would be the op
portune time to make the simple, but 
important, changes which we need to put 
the Federal Government on the side of 
those taking earnest steps to control in
flation. Whether it is my bill, or one of 
similar intent, is not important. The 
important thing is to write this language 
on price stability into law so that our 
future programs will be governed by it. 

Washington Report 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BRUCE ALGER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,August10,1959 

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, the follow
ing is my newsletter to constituents 
dated August 8, 1959: 

VVASH~GTON ~ORT 

(By Congressman BRUCE ALGER, Fifth District, 
Texas) 

AUGUST 8, 1959.-The :floor fight Of the 
year in the House of Representatives is ap
proaching; the subject--the controversial 
labor bill. Historically, the evolution of col
lective bargaining fr.om countless local 
employer-employee agreements to nation
wide and industrywide negotiations, from 
private settlement of differences of wages 
and working conditions to the mandate of 
Federal labor law, from a union resolution 
mailed to a legislator to all-out campaigning 
for and against lawmakers-all this and 
more will be a part of the debate. Unions 
have grown due to a recognition, by all, of 
workers' legitimate needs; but with that 
growth has come power and the not infre
quent abuse of power. Growth often ended 
in monopoly, above and beyond reach of 
the Nation's laws-ended in cruel and greedy 
control of working people by dictatorial 
bosses. These facts and trends have been 
pointed up over and over again, beyond all 
dispute, by the McClellan committee 
hearings. 

So what did Congress do? Last year, a 
weak and therefore worthless Kennedy-Ives 
bill was passed by the Senate and killed by 
the House. Later, politicians used their 
support or rejection of this blll to explain 
their position on labor legislation. The pub
lic, more curious than aroused, listened and 
voted. Even more labor-supported candi
dates were elected to Congress. Now an in
dignant citizenry expects labor legislation 
to be passed which will correct the outrage
ous abuses pointed up by the McClellan com
mittee. A somewhat stronger labor bill was 
passed by the Senate this year. The House 
Labor Committee, however, reported a 
watered-down version, which I wm call the 
committee blll. Unsatisfied with this, some 
members of the committee set to work draft
ing a bipartisan substitute bill (Landrum
Grtmn) with "teeth" in it. This bill meets 
several of President Eisenhower's earlier re
quests of Congress for corrective labor leg
islation. Now the question is, can enough 
votes be mustered in support of this substi
tute blll from the Republicans (total 153) 
and the Democrats (256) to make a major
ity of 219? 
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The differences between the committee and 

substitute b1lls can best be summarized 1n 
these five basic areas, none of which was 
adequately covered by the committee bill: 
(1) Rights of union members: The substi
tute bill restores the bill of rights to union 
members (free speech, secret vote, fair dues, 
etc.); (2) union finances: The substitute 
bill requires all unions to make financial re
ports (committee bill would exempt 70 per
cent of unions from this reporting), the lack 
Of which has cost union members approxi
mately $10 million already in graft and cor
ruption; (3) no man's land: Under present 
law many small unions and little business
men with small troubles are denied access 
to the National Labor Relations Board and 
yet are prevented from seeking recourse to 
State courts ·or agencies. In this no man's 
land they can find no protection from racket
eering elements; (4) blackmail picketing: 
The present unscrupulous use of picketing 
to (a) force recognition of a union which 
the employees themselves have rejected; or 
(b) force an employer to recognize one union 
while the law requires him to recognize an
other, would be barred by the substitute bill. 
Legitimate picketing would not be affected; 
(5) secondary boycotts (including hot car
go) : Coercion by unions of other employees 
or firms, who are in no way involved in ala
bor dispute, in order to aline them against a 
business with whom the union has a disa
greement would be prevented by the substi
tute bill. Violence and racketeering are par
ticularly prevalent in this field, but the com
mittee bill is all but silent on the subject. 

The substitute bill is not punitive nor in 
any way harmful to legitimate union leaders 
and members, but rather protective of both. 
In fact, this is a minimum bill. Anything 
less, such as the committee or Senate bills, 
would be worthless. The great danger is a 
whitewash of the abuses of monopolistic and 
dictatorial power. My own belief is that a 
measure such as H.R. 8003, which I intro
duced, placing unions under the same anti
trust sanctions applicable to everybody else, 
is necessary. ( 1) Restrict! ve trade practices, 
and (2) restraints of trade, forbidden by H.R. 
8003, are areas only partially covered even 
by the substitute bill. Public pressure based 
on accurate understanding of the facts
facts that include: (a) The McClellan com
mittee findings, and (b) the meanings of 
the various labor bills,"and (c) the lobbying 
pressures on Congressmen-is necessary. As 
usual, the legislation that's passed will re
sult from what the people want. It's up 
to John and Jane Doe now. 

The adjournment date of Congress is still 
more uncertain, although it may be affected 
by Khrushchev's impending visit. Some 
Members of Congress, including me, do not 
welcome the thought of a speech to a joint 
session of Congress by the Communist boss. 

Controversial pending legislation hangs in 
the balance. Some may be postponed to 
next year's session for action. 

Some Observations on the Exchange of 

Visits With Khrushchev and Its Ex
pected Impact on Our Foreign Policy 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. SAMUEL S. STRATTON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that many Members have given a good 
deal of thought to the exchange of visits 
between President Eisenhower and Soviet 

Premier Khrushchev, which will take 
place later this fall, and the implica
tion which these visits may have on our 
foreign policy. In that connection, I ask 
unanimous consent to include in the 
REcORD my current newsletter to the peo
ple of the 32d Congressional District of 
New York, in which I outline my views 
on this important subject in some detail. 

The newsletter follows: 
While the House of Representatives wait

ed last week for the all-important debate on 
labor legislation which is scheduled to begin 
on Tuesday, the second most important topic 
of conversation here has been the impending 
September visit of Prime Minister Khru
shchev to the United States, and President 
Eisenhower's visits to the NATO countries 
later this month and to the Soviet Union in 
the fall. 

In general, comment here in Congress on 
President Eisenhower's decision has been 
favorable although it has also been cautious. 
We recognize, of course, that the Geneva 
talks have ended in failure, with the Rus
sians refusing to back down from their 
earlier demands that we get out of Berlin. 
We recognize too that this is the kind of 
visit which Mr. Khrushchev has always want
ed to make, and which, until now, President 
Eisenhower has steadfastly opposed in the 
absence of any area of agreement at the lower 
foreign ministers level. To this extent Khru
shchev seems to have won. 

On the other hand, there has now been an 
exchange of visits by the Soviet Deputy 
Premiers Mikoyan and Kozlov in one direc
tion and Vice President NIXON in the other. 
Most people on Capitol Hill, regardless of 
party, would agree, I think, that Mr. NIXoN's 
visit to Russia and Poland has been an out
standing success. He conducted himself with 
great dignity and ability, and by defending 
American principles in open face to face no
holds-barred debate with Khrushchev he has 
succeeded in breaking through some of the 
formal diplomatic barriers that have sur
rounded so much of our dealings with the 
Russians. 

Vice President NIXON is convinced himself 
that the invitation to Khrushchev has been 
a wise move. I'm inclined to agree simply 
because this visit will make it possible for 
Mr. Khrushchev, who has never been to this 
country before, to see for himself that the 
American people are solidly behind our Gov
ernment in opposing communism and all 
communism stands for and that we have the 
determination and will to fight for what we 
believe in if need be. 

One of the real dangers in the cold war, 
as most experts have recognized, is that the 
Soviets might make the same kind of fatal 
miscalculation about us and our intentions 
as the Japanese did when they struck at 
Pearl Harbor. A trip to the United States 
by Mr. Khrushchev ought to convince him 
we are not softies, as the Japanese leaders so 
foolishly thought. If we can convince him 
of this we may prevent any similar miscal
culation by the Russians, with regard to Ber
lin or Formosa, or any other critical trouble 
spot. 

If the Khrushchev visit does nothing more 
than this, it will certainly have contributed 
to our na tiona! security. 

On the other hand, most people down here 
also recognize very realistically that the 
Khrushchev visit is not likely to alter the 
general situation in the cold war. Mr. Khru
shche-v is still the same brutal dictator he 
has always been. Showing him politely 
around Washington, New York, or other parts 
of our country does not by any means indi· 
cate that we subscribe to his actions in 
making prisoners of the capt~ve peoples be· 
hind the Iron Curtain in countries like Po
land, Lithuania, Czechoslovakia, and Hun
gary. Or just because Mr. Khrushchev may 

make a few bad jokes at a party in this coun
try doesn't mean that we would be wise in 
backing down on our policy of firmness in 
Berlin. Even the face-to-face discussions 
between the Soviet dictator and President 
Eisenhower are not going to change the basic 
obj~tives and designs of Soviet policy, which 
are to spread communism over the world and 
bury capitalism, as Khrushchev has so often 
threatened to do. This is still their basic 
intention. 

Nevertheless, these forthcoming trips by 
Preisdent Eisenhower are significant because 
they mean that the President is playing an 
increasingly more direct and personal role 
in the conduct of our foreign policy. Be
cause of his wartime experience, and his ad
mitted ability at dealing with people per
sonally, I can't help but feel that these visits 
may help at least to clear the air, and give us 
the .chance to look at the exact area of our 
differences from a slightly new angle. This 
in itself will be worth while, because, with 
the tremendous destructiveness of modern 
nuclear weapons, all of us must do our best 
to try to find a formula for peace. 

I'm particularly pleased that President 
Eisenhower will be going abroad first to visit 
our NATO allies. This trip will underscore, 
before the Eisenhower-Khrushchev talks be
gin, our determination to keep our NATO 
alliance together, which seems to be the one 
thing which Mr. Khrushchev objects to most 
strenuously. I have just one suggestion for 
the President, and that is that he include in 
his visit a personal appearance in West Ber
lin. Berlin and the whole German question 
are still a major point of difference between 
us and the Communists, as Khrushchev has 
just recently made clear again. By making 
a ·personal visit to West Berlin, Mr. Eisen
hower will underline in the clearest possible 
terms that Khrushchev's visit to Washington 
in no way reflects any change in our deter
mination to stand behind the people of Ber
lin against the threat of Communist aggres
sion. I hope Mr. Eisenhower will add this 
extra stop to his itinerary, because I am 
sure it will relieve the minds of many people 
who otherwise are seriously troubled over the 
Khrushchev visit. 

Notice of Hearings on Proposed Legisla

tion Which Would Provide an E:xemp
tion From the Antitrust Laws To 
Authorize Cooperative A~sociations of 
Milk Producers To Bargain With Pur
chasers Singly or in Groups, and for 
Other Purposes 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EMANUEL CELLER 
01' NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,August10,1959 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, as chair
man of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and as chairman of its Antitrust Sub
committee, I wish to announce the com
mencement of hearings on S. 753 and 
H.R. 7191, to authorize cooperative as
sociations of milk producers to bargain 
with purchasers singly or in groups, and 
for other purposes. 
· It is the Antitrust Subcommittee's fn .. 

tention to hold hearings on these bills 
August 20 and August 21, 1959. All per
sons who wish to appear and testify at 
hearings on these bills are requested to 
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notify Mr. Herbert N. Maletz, chief 
counsel, Antitrust Subcommittee, room 

· 230, Old House Office Building, telephone 
Capitol 4-3121, extension 4853, as soon 
as possible. 

Unrestricted World Travel by the People, 
as Well as Heads of Government, Can 
Only Bring About Better Understanding 
Between People Everywhere 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HARRIS B. McDOWELL, JR. 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10, 1959 

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, unre
stricted world travel by the people, as 
well as heads of Government, can only 
bring about a better understanding be
tween people everywhere in a world 
which has grown really quite small. 

It is the people, and especially the 
young people, who can learn and who 
can profit from travel and from living 
for awhile, be it ever so brief, among 
other peoples and in other nat.ions, for 
they will be tomorrow's leaders. 

There can be no strangers in this world 
since there are no longer faraway places 
in these days of the jet transport. 

The free world must welcome the op
portunity which the Vice President has 
opened up for further development of ex
changes of people and of cultural pro
grams. 

In his Moscow television speech, Vice 
President NIXON declared: 

Both the exchange of persons and the cul
tural exchange programs should not only be 
continued but sharply expanded. The more 
Americans who visit and get to know first
hand the people of the Soviet Union and the 
more Soviets who do the same in the United 
States, the better understanding we shall 
have. 

Both World War I and World War II 
grew out of basic miscalculations on the 
part of the leaders of Germany as to 
what the reaction of Amer.ica and the 
free world would be. We cannot disarm, 
nor can we hope for· peace until the lead
ers of the Soviet Union know America 
well enough to avoid similar miscalcula
tions about our people and our iron pur
pose to maintain the freedoms which we 
consider essential. 

The Eisenhower.-Nixon policy of barn
storming exchanges between top Gov
ernment leaders can be looked upon by 
the American people with approval if 
l~ter developments do not indicate that 
it comes about only as a result of the 
failure of the Geneva Conference. 

The gladhanding of top officials, how
ever, can be misleading. We in the 
United States must remain firm as we 
calmly evaluate the newspaper headlines 
reporting the outward actions and words 
of the candidates for national and world 
acciaim. 

It is urifortunate that we cannot know 
what goes on behind the closed doors of 
secret diplomacy. There must be no 

more Pearl Harbors for the American 
people to regret. 

It is interesting to note that a spon
taneous movement to promote closer re
lations between teachers of the East and 
West has developed in Washington, D.C., 
at an assembly of the World Confedera
tion of Organizations of the Teaching 
Profession. 

The New York Times of August 6, 1959, 
reports that the move came when dele
gates from several European nations of
fered to set up programs to exchange in
formation with Asian representatives. 

Dr. William G. Carr, secretary-general 
of the confederation, hailed the plan for 
exchanges. Dr. Carr, who is also execu
tive secretary of the National Education 
Association, said that foundation sup
port would be sought to make the ex
changes possible. The organizations 
represented at the meeting in the Na
tion's Capital represents some 3 million 
teachers throughout the world. 

I have recently introduced a bill, H.R. 
7533, to amend the International Cul
tural Exchange and Trade Fair Partici
pation Act of 1956 to authorize the Pres
ident to provide for participation by for
eign governments and citizens of other 
countries in artistic and cultural activi
ties in the United States. 

This bill amends Public Law 860, 84th 
Congress. This legislation, first, would 
make the President's special interna
tional cultural exchange program a true 
two-way exchange program which it is 
not at present; second, provide for the 
inclusion of students of and teachers in 
educational institutions in the United 
States and abroad. The major if not 
whole emphasis of this program at pres
ent is on the professional. Van Cliburn 
was a product of the Juilliard School of 
Music; Jaime Laredo, who won first prize 
recently in the Queen Elisabeth of Bel
gium International Music Competition, 
was a graduate of the Curtis Institute, 
yet these and other great American ar
tists have not been included in the Pres
ident's special international program. 

Another provision of this bill, H.R. 
7533, would enlarge the present Advisory 
Committee on the Arts in the Depart
ment of State from 9 to 21 members. 
The 12 members of the Advisory Com
mittee on the Arts first appointed under 
the provisions of H.R. 7533 must be ap
pointed by the Secretary of State from 
among persons nominated by the follow
ing organizations: the Music Educators 
National Conference, the Ainerican Edu
cational Theater Association, the Col
lege Art Association of America, the 
National Art Education Association, the 
National Council of the Arts in Ec;uca
tion, the American National Theater and 
Academy, the National Music- Council, 
the American Federation of Arts, the 
American Institute of Architects, the 
National Education Association, the 
Am·erican Council on Education, the 
American Council of Learned Societies, 
the Association of American Colleges. 
· This bill, H.R. 7533, also provides that 

the Commissioner of the U.S. Office of 
Education shall be Vice Chairman ex 
officio of the AdVisory Committee on the 
Arts of the Department of State. 

If this administration is really serious 
about expansion of the exchange of per-

sons and the cultural exchange programs 
it will strongly support my bill, H.R. 
7533, and similar legislation which is be
fore the Congress at this time which has 
been introduced by the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON] and Sen
ator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, coauthors of 
the Humphrey-Thompson Act, Public 
Law 860, 84th Congress. 

I include the text of my bill, H.R. 7533, 
a New York Times article, and an article 
by Doris Fleeson which appeared in the 
Washington, D.C., Evening Star of 
August 4, 1959: 

H.R. 7533 
A bill to amend the International Cultural 

Exchange and Trade Fair Participation Act 
of 1956 to authorize the President to pro
vide for participation by foreign govern
ments and citizens of other countries in 
artistic and cultural activities in the 
United States, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 3 of the International Cultural Ex
change and Trade Fair Participation Act of 
1956 (22 U.S.C. 1992) is amended by insert
ing "(a)" immediately after "SEc. 3." and by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsections: 

"(b) The President is authorized to pro
vide for participation by foreign govern
ments and by citizens of other countries in 
activities in the United States similar to 
those provided for in subsection (a) of this 
section and section 12 of this Act, except 
that he shall not provide for the participa
tion of industrial or trade exhibitors or ex
hibits in trade and industrial fairs in the 
United States under this subsection. 

"(c) (1) Students of and teachers in, edu
cational institutions in the United States 
who are sent abroad, either individually or 
in groups, under the provisions of this Act 
shall be selected through the Institute of 
International Education or a comparable or
ganization which shall also arrange for their 
tours abroad and for their participation and 
presentations in festivals, competitions, and 
exhibitions abroad. 

"(c) (2) Students of, and teachers in, edu
CI,ltionalinstitutions in foreign countries who 
are brought to the United States individually 
or in groups under the provisions of this Act 
shall be selected through an agency of the 
government of the country in which they 
reside, or through the Institute of Interna
tional Education or a comparable foreign 
organization. The tours in the United States 
of such foreign students and teachers and 
their participation and presentation in festi
vals, competitions, and like exhibitions in 
the United States shall be arranged for by 
the Institute of International Education or 
a comparable organization.'• 

(b) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) (as 
designated by subsection (a) of this sec
tion) of section 3 of such Act is amended 
(1) by inserting "professional or nonpro
fessional" immediately before "creative", 
and (2) by inserting immediately after 
"groups" the following: "(including indi
vJduals or groups from educational insti
tutions)". 

SEC. 2. Section 2 of the International Cul
tural Exchange and Trade Fair Participation 
Act of 1956 is amended ( 1) by inserting 
"(1)" immediately after_ "nations by", (2) 
by inserting "including cultural develop
ments and achievements o! students and 
teachers in educational institutions in the 
United States)" immediately after "people 
of the United States", and (3) by striking 
out "throughout the world;" and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: "throughout 
the wor\d, and (2) facilitating the presen
tation in the United States of the artistic 



15406 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE August 10 -
and cultural contributions and achieve
ments of the peoples of foreign countries;". 

SEc. 3. Section 5 of the International 
Cultural Exchange and Trade Fair Partici
pation Act of 1956 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen
t ence: "Not less than 20 per centum of the 
funds appropriated pursuant to this section 
shall be expended to carry out the provi
sions of section 3 (c) ." 

SEc. 4. (a) Subsection (a) of section 10 
of the International Cultural Exchange and 
Trade Fair Participation Act of 1956 is 
amended (1) by striking out "from among 
its membership and nine other members 
appointed by the Secretary of State." and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"from among its membership, and a Vice 
Chairman ex officio who shall be the Com
missioner of the United States Office of Ed
ucation, and twenty-one other members ap
pointed by the Secretary of State."; and (2) 
by inserting immediately before the period 
at the end thereof a comma and the follow
ing: "including national educational or
ganizations in such fields". 

(b) The twelve members of the Advisory 
Committee on the Arts first appointed to 
the offices created by the amendment made 
by clause (1) of subsection (a) of this sec
tion shall be appointed by the Secretary of 
State from among persons nominated by 
such organizations as the Music Educators 
National Conference, the American Educa
tional Theater Associations, the College 
Art Association of America, the National 
Art Education Association, the National 
Council of the Arts in Education, the Amer
ican National Theater and Academy, the 
National Music Council, the American Fed
eration of Arts, the American Institute of 
Architects, the National Education Associa
tion, the American Council on Education, 
the American Council of Learned Societies, 
and the Association of American Colleges. 
The term of office of three of the members 
first appointed to such offices shall be one 
year, notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 10(d) of such Act. 

SEc. 5. Title I of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 is 
amended by inserting immediately after 
section 104 thereof the following new sec
tion: 

"SEc. 104A. There is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for the fiscal year begin
ning July 1, 1959, and for each succeeding 
fiscal year, from the foreign currencies 
which accrue under this title, not to exceed 
the equivalent of $5,000,000 for financing 
the translation, production, and distribu
tion of educational motion pictures and 
filmstrips abroad." 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 6, 1959] 
EDUCATORS PLAN WORLD EXCHANGE-OFFER OF 

ASIAN AND EUROPEAN DELEGATES INVOLVES 
BOTH TEACHERS AND PUPILS . 

(By Leonard Buder) 
WASHINGTON, AUGUST 5.-A spontaneous 

movement to promote closer relations be
tween teachers of the East and West devel
oped here today at the annual assembly of 
the World Confederation of Organizations of 
the Teaching Profession. 

The move came when delegates from sev
eral European nations offered to set up 
programs to exchange information with 
Asian representatives. The exchange, first, 
proposed by the Netherlands teachers' organ
ization, would involve pupils as well as 
teachers. 

Dr. William G. Carr, secretary-general of 
the confederation, hailed the plan. Dr. Carr 
who is also executive secretary of the Na
tional Education Association of the United 
States, the host organization for the assem
bly, said that at first the program would 
be limited largely to an exchange of corre
spondence and educational materials. -

-However, he said that foundation grants 
might be obtained later to make lt possible . 
for teachers from eastern -and western coun
tries to vis! t each other. 

The confederation's resolutions committee 
met today to draft its report. It is ex
pected to present a resolution tomorrow 
calling for condemnation of their treatment 
of teachers. The assembly ends tomorrow . . 

A special report submitted earlier to the _ 
assembly asserted that East Germany forced 
its teachers to promote communism in and 
out of the classroom and to spy and inform 
on pupils and parents. 

· The only Communist country represented 
at the assembly is Yugoslavia. 

About 700 delegates and observers from 74 
countries are attending the assembly, which 
is the first in this country since the world 
organization was established in 1952. The . 
confederation represents, through it member 
groups, more than 3 million teachers. 

Sessions are being held at the Mayflower 
Hotel and the headquarters building of the 
National Education Association. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
Aug. 4, 1959] 

CHANGE OF DIRECTION ON VISITS: INVITATION 
TO KHRUSHCHEV Is CALLED EMOTIONALLY 
DIFFICULT FOR SOME IN UNITED STATES 

(By Doris Fleeson) 
It was difficult to tell at his hastily sum

moned press conference whether President 
Eisenhower was relaxed and happy over his 
decision "to melt a little bit of the ice that 
seems to freeze our relations with the 
Soviets." 

He spoke pleasantly enough, though show
ing a slight trace of irritation over the fact 
that so important a command decision · 
should have been "one of the worst kept 
secrets of our time." This may have been 
only a reversion to his military days when 
such abundant leakage about so delicate a 
subject would have been unthinkable. 

Certainly the President has had the green 
light from most political intersections for his 
exchange of visits with Soviet Premier Khru
shchev. There can be little question that 
the people, not only of the United States 
but of the world, will go a long way in the 
name of peace. The new generations feel 
in their bloodstream the nuclear threat as 
older men and women cannot. 

With the diplomatic instinct which served 
him so well during the war and can almost 
be said to have made him President, Mr. 
Eisenhower will see the major Western allies 
before the Soviet exchange. It was a com
monplace at Geneva that General De Gaulle 
is happy about practically nothing touching 
upon the Soviet Union and that Chancellor 
Adenauer of West Germany is not far be
hind him. 

Yet with all the Eisenhower support at 
home, and his sound intention of touching 
his bases before the face-to-face encounters 
with Khrushchev begin, the new project ls 
one of those enterprises of great pith and 
moment whose currents may turn awry. 
The President has been a part of some great 
decisions that now can be defended only as 
a good idea at the time, such as allowing the 
Russians to reach Berlin first in World War 
II. 

He also saw, and later became a part of, 
Republican use of the Yalta Conference 
failures in order to win elections at home. 
It is a wry irony, freely commented on in 
Congress after the President's announce
ment, that a Republican administration 
should now be heading toward conferences 
with the Soviet Premier, both here and in 
Russia, without even the excuse of a war
time alliance. 

To make this possible, Stalin and Frank
lin Roosevelt had to die. Only Winston 
Churchill of the Yalta decision makers lives 
on, a stout champion of its validity in the 

context of its time. It could even be .that 
John Foster Dulles would have had diffi
culty in adjusting to the present pace of 
East-West relations. 

The Republican right wing is already 
showing some sensitivity to cloakroom jokes 
about Vice President NIXoN's "courtship of 
the Russians." This is the spot where the 
President's moves may be sourly regarded, 
but it is out of power in Congress and gen
erally throughout the country. 

Entirely apart from political considera
tions, there will also be Americans who find 
the change of direction emotionally difficult. 
Yet it seems clear that another watershed 
of history is here and demanding exactly the 
kind of direction the President proposes to 
give it. 

The President emphasized that the Khru
shchev exchange was for a "personal visit" 
and had no connection with a later summit 
meeting. He specifically disavowed negoti
ation and emphasized he could not speak for 
the Western Powers, only for the United 
States. 

Yet in the light of the President's powers 
over foreign policy-the powers of which 
every President is most jealous-the Nixon · 
journey is tourism and the Congress can 
do very little. And for his part, Khrushchev 
has repeatedly indicated that he would like 
to do a lot of business with the President of 
the United States. 

The Khrushchev Visit 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WALTER H. MOELLER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

~onday,August10,1959 

Mr. MOELLER. Mr. Speaker, I share 
with millions of my fellow Americans a 
feeling of profound disturbance over the 
press acclaim which has been given to 
the decision by President Eisenhower to -
invite Nikita Khrushchev to this country 
and to pay him a return visit later this 
year. I am more than disturbed, but I 
do not wish to be intemperate in address
ing the Congress and so I will not reveal 
the full depth of my feelings when I 
think of this disgraceful affair. 

I will try to be objective and to list dis
passionately my reasons for opposing the 
plan to welcome the Soviet dictator as 
an honored guest of an American Presi
dent. I do not say the guest of the Amer
ican people, because in my heart I am 
convinced that the majority of Ameri
cans will not welcome him and that they 
wish wholeheartedly that he had never 
been asked to come here. 

First, Khrushchev in his own person 
and as the representative of Communist 
terrorism comes to us with bloodstained 
hands and all of his smiles, his buffoon
ery, and his peasant charm will never 
cleanse them. The blood of Hungarians, 
of Poles, of Ukrainians, of Tibetans, of 
Germans, of the Baltic peoples, of Ko
reans, of Chinese, and of countless others 
will not wash away. Every American who 
looks upon him while he is here should 
take a good look at those hands and in 
his mind's eye picture them newly 
stained with our blood and that of our 
children, which is the avowed aim of 
his regime and of Khrushchev himself. 
This is the man we are asked to greet as 
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a representative of a friendly people. 
Let any Russian peasant or Russian 
worker come and we would welcome them 
for they too have suffered, but let us not 
be asked to extend the hand of friendship 
to their tormentors. · The blood will in· 
evitably cling to us from such a hand· 
shake. 

Second, this invitation and this visit 
are a sign of a craven yielding to ·black
mail and nothing more. When Khru
shchev voiced his threats against the free 
people of Berlin and their American, 
French, and British protectors the citi
zens of this country did not quiver in 
fear. It appears, however, that in spite 
of the brave words voiced by our leaders 
at that time there was some quivering 
among them. How else can we explain 
this evidence of irresolution? It will 
certainly be as plain to Khrushchev as 
it is to me and to any thinking American 
that when our President asked him to 
come here it was not because he was 
welcomed as a friend, but that it was 
to treat with him as a blackmailer who 
threatened our security. How much 
success do you think you would have in 
persuading a man with a loaded gun 
at your head to come to an agreement 
on your . terms? Common sense tells us 
that you must first disarm him or face 
him with an equally dangerous weapon 
before he will agree not to pull the trig
ger. This man is more dangerous than 
any common robber. Why have we in
vited him into our house instead of lock
ing the· doors against him until he is able 
to convince us that he has reformed? 

Third, this invitation is an act of be· 
trayal of the captive peoples of Europe 
and Asia. They will look on it as noth
ing less and I look on it as nothing less. 
As each of these nations has fallen under 
the domination of the conspiracy in the 
Kremlin, we have promised them that 
America would never desert them and 
that we would take every possible oppor
tunity to help them regain their inde· 
pendence. Again, these were brave 
words ·but how much brave action-has 
been taken in their support? I do not 
speak of military action, for none ·of us 
want to precipitate a war. But I do 
speak of morally strong, diplomatic, 
economic, and social action. I speak of 
imposing sanctions against every move 
which appears to perpetuate Communist 
domination over the once free peoples of 
Europe and over the Asiatic nations who 
have lost the opportunity given them by 
the Western World to chart their own 
futures. Instead of that kind of sanc
tion our sweet talk to their Communist 
rulers can only be taken to mean that 
we are now sanctioning continued des
potic rule over these peoples by their 
most bitter enemies. 

Fourth, this unilateral action by our 
President and his advisers can only drive 
a further wedge between us and our 
Western allies and the democratic re
gimes which we support in other parts 
of the world. A face to face private talk 
between Khrushchev and the President, 
at the President's invitation, is something 
different from a multilateral conference 
in which our strongest friends have ac
tive participation. The press has made 
a great show of ex post facto approval 

by the governments of these countries in 
support of this social get together. How
ever, what lies behind the scenes? · We 
know that with the possible exception 
of Great Britain there was no great en
thusiasm in Europe even for a so-called 
Big Four summit meeting unless and 
until the Soviet Union had clearly dem
onstrated a willingness to recede from 
its aggressive stance. What happened 
at Geneva was just the opposite of this. 
Then how can we justify to the friendly 
nations of Europe, to their leaders and 
their citizens, this sudden about-face ac
tion on our part? Certainly it will cre
ate seriou~ apprehension among them at 
the very least. I sincerely hope that the 
President on his coming visits to them 
will be able to allay their fears. More 
important, I hope that when he faces 
his unwelcome visitor in September he 
will not be taken in to the extent of 
agreeing on any action which will cause 
them further fear and lead to open dis
trust. 

It is, of course, too late to retract this 
ill-timed gesture on the part of the Presi
dent. I could wish that Mr. Khrushchev 
might be stricken with the same type of 
second thought which caused him to 
change his recent plan to visit the Scan
dinavian countries. However, this is too 
much to hope for in view of the great 
tactical victory he has achieved in being 
invited here. This being the case, I sug· 
gest that · it is up to the American peo
ple to make clear to him just what our 
attitude to him and to his cohorts is, and 
just how strong is our determination to 
oppose his godless philosophy and his in
human system at every turn. This is no 
time for egg throwing and insults, which 
show only an immature response to the 
great issues with which we are faced. 
The proper way to receive this man is 
in cold silence. I hope and pray that no 
great crowds will turn out to greet him 
with cheers and :flag waving. I shudder 
at the thought that the streets of our 
Nation's Capital might be hung with the 
hammer and sickle as he is paraded be
fore us. Let him see instead the Stars 
and Stripes of this great citadel of free
dom. Let him see displayed at every 
hand the :flags of the nations he and his 
kind have brought under the heel of the 
most despotic dictatorship in the history 
of mankind. Let him not see smiles of 
welcome but the stern faces of a people 
determined that freedom and democracy 
will triumph over brutality and oppres
sion no matter what the cost. 

Tribute to Jule Styne in Recognition of 
His 25 Years as Top Producer and 
Composer 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

~onday,August10,1959 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago the Friars Club, along with 
leaders of show business, initiated a 

commemoration of the Jule Styne 25th 
anniversary in show business-a year
long commemoration of this noted com
poser's ' multiple contributions to the 
world of entertainment. I am grateful 
for the opportunity to bring to the notice 
of my colleagues some of the great ac
complishments of Jule Styne and invite 
them to join with me in paying tribute 
to a man whose contributions to the 
American cultural scene are most de
serving of such an honor. 

Jule Styne's name looms large and 
strong in the annals of show business. 
His current noteworthy musical contri
bution, "Gypsy," starring Ethel Merman 
in the musical-biography of Gypsy Rose 
Lee, auspiciously launches Jule Styne's 
25th anniversary in show business. 

The genius which is Jule Styne will 
live long in the hearts and minds of 
people everywhere, for his art has made 
impact in all branches of show busi
ness-motion pictures, television, radio, 
recordings, ballet and the stage. He has 
achieved success as a producer as well. 

The life story of the man who gave 
music to millions to sing and dance to 
is as dramatic and stirring as any of the 
shows he has produced or composed for. 
He was born in London, England, on De
cember 31, 1905. His musical inclina
tions came to the fore at the age of 3, 
when, sitting with his parents in a music 
hall in London, he jumped to the stage 
from a box seat to join Sir Harry Lauder 
in singing "I Love a Lassie." As a child 
entertainer, he danced and sang at par
ties and small shows. 

In 1913, Jule and his family came to 
America and settled in Chicago. He was 
8 years old and rapidly becoming a fine 
classical pianist. Jule won a scholar
ship to the Chicago College of Music, 
where he won the Mozart Award. Later 
he appeared with many symphony or· 
chestras as a child prodigy. · 

His interest in popular music was 
awakened when he found the kids in 
school clustered around a jazz pianist 
who played very badly, but who played 
what the kids liked. Jule went to a 
music store and bought some popular 
songs to learn. Not having the money 
to pay for them, he worked out a deal 
to play at the store on Saturdays to pay 
for the music. The store was owned by 
Jack Kapp, later to become one of the 
greats of the recording industry. Learn
ing to play popular music was the turn
ing point in his musical career. 

He matriculated at Northwestern Uni
versity, but soon had to drop out be
cause of financial difficulties at home. 
Later taking a job making metal coat 
hangers, he almost lost a finger as a 
result of an accident on one of the ma
chines. He could not play for a year, 
practically losing his musical technique. 
Turning to pop music, he formed an or
chestra, a success shortly in Chicago, the 
orchestra then became in demand 
throughout the country. Such greats as 
Bix Beiderbeck and Benny Goodman 
played in his bands. 

While in Florida with Arnold John
son's band, he wrote his first song, a 
beautiful melody called "Sunday." That 
night, at the Hollywood Beach Hotel, 
where he was appearing, AI Jolson and 
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Irving Caesar c~lled him over after hear· 
ing the song and encouraged him to pur· 
sue the songwriting ·career. 

He came to New York and became a 
coach for singers and a writer of spe .. 
cial material. Jule wrote for Sophie 
Tucker and many of the other vaude· 
ville greats of the time. Soon he became 
musical director for · Harry Richmond 
and made his first trip to Hollywood. 
There Darryl Zanuck hired him to coach 
at 20th Century-Fox Studios such stars 
as Tony Martin, Shirley Temple, Alice 
Faye, among others. After a year of 
this, he told. Zahuck he wanted to be a 
song writer. Zanuck said "fine, but not 
here." He sent him to Republic Stu
dios. Cy Feuer gave him a job there at 
a salary of ·$150 a week-he had been 
making $950 a week at 20th Century
Fox as a music coach. Determined to 
make it as a song writer, he teamed 
with Frank Loesser and soon he was on 
his way. Loesser and Jule went to Para
mount where their first effort was the 
smash, "I Don't Want To Walk With
out You Baby." When Frank Loesser 
went into the Army, Styne teamed up 
with Sammy Cahn, and in 9 years this 
great team wrote over 500 songs. Fifty 
of them were on the "Hit Parade," of 
which 20 songs achieved No. 1 status. 

Jule Styne, looking to new fields to 
conquer, then turned to theater. His 
first show in 1947, "High Button Shoes," 
he did with Sammy Cahn. Later he 
teamed with Leo Robin to write "Gen
tlemen Prefer Blondes." In 1950, he 
wrote "Two on the Aisle," with Betty 
Comden and Adolph Green. Back in 
Hollywood soon after, Zanuck hired him 
to do the score for a Betty Grable pic
ture, "Meet Me After the Show." 

He came back to Broadway after this 
film chore and won the drama critics' 
award with his revival of "Pal Joey." 
Following this, Jule produced "Hazel 
Flagg," "Will Success Spoil Rock 
Hunter," and brought Sammy Davis, Jr., 
to Broadway in "Mr. Wonderful." 

Starting in 1943, Styne, along with 
various lyricists, was responsible for most 
of the Sinatra hits. 

With Sammy Cahn, he wrote the 
memorable song, "Three Coins in a Foun
tain," title song of the 20th-Century Fox 
picture, and which won for the noted 
team the coveted Academy Award "Os
car." 

Styne has many hobbies, most of which 
he works at. He is an excellent cook 
and delights in preparing unusual meals. 
An "80" golfer, he does not get a chance 
to play as often as he would like to. He 
is a fine rider and someday plans to have 
a horse breeding farm here in the East. 
Jule's vocation is writing songs and his 
avocation is producing shows. He gets 
a great deal of satisfaction in helping 
young performers, composers and lyri
cists. 

Jule Styne has two sons, Stanley, 28., 
who is employed as a publicist at Colum
bia pictures and Norton, 18, who is a 
student at Syracuse University, 

This is the brief life story of Jule 
Styne, who, c~rently at the peak of 
his career, maintains the same enthusias· 
tic attitude toward show -business he 
had during his struggling years. Suc
cess has not dimmed his ardor nor his 

talent. The world will have many more 
songs, music and shows from this man, 
truly one of the greats of all time in show 
business. 

Over the past 25 years, this versatile 
and talented American-Jule Styne
has written hundreds of songs, many of 
them which will long remain a perma· 
nent part of the American culture. He 
has composed the musical scores for 
many great American musical shows 
which, too, have become a permanent 
part of Americana: "High Button Shoes," 
"Gentlemen Prefer Blondes," "Two on 
the Aisle," "Hazel Flagg," "Peter Pan,'' 
"Bells Are Ringing," "Say, Darling," 
"Gypsy." 

He has written the musical scores for 
the following ballets: "Wallflower," "Side 
Show,'' "Cops and Robbers Ballet." 

He has won many great honors for his 
accomplishments as a producer, includ
ing the Donaldson a ward and the New 
York critics' award for "Pal Joey." As 
a producer, Jule Styne gave to the Ameri
can theatrical world the following note
worthy productions: "Say, Darling"; 
"First Impressions"; "Make a Wish"; 
"Pal Joey"; "In Any Language," copro
duced with George Abbott; '(Hazel 
Flagg"; "Will success Spoil Rock Hun
ter?"; "Mr. Wonderful." 

Among the many motion-picture scores 
Jule Styne composed are the following: 
"Anchors Aweigh," "Tonight and Every 
Night," "The Umpire's Daughter,'' "Two 
Guys From Texas," "It's a Great Feel
ing,'' "The Kid From Brooklyn," "It 
Happened in Brooklyn," "The West Point 
Story," ''Two Tickets to Broadway," 
"Don't Fence Me In," ''Macoa," "Pink 
Tights," "My Sister Eileen," "Living 
It Up." 

Jule Styne's songs, which have 
brought happiness and great entertain
ment to peoples everywhere, include the 
following: "I Don't Want To Walk With
out You, Baby"; "I Said No"; ''Come 
Out, Come Out, Wherever You Are"; 
"I've Heard That Song Before"; "There 
Goes That Song Again"; "Saturday 
Night Is the Loneliest Night"; "I'll Walk 
Alone"; "Poor Little Rhode Island," om
cia! State song; "Three Coins in the 
Fountain"; "Five Minutes More"; "Let 
It Snow, Let It Snow"; "What Makes 
the Sunset"; "I Begged Her"; "I Fall 
in Love Too Easily"; "The Charm of 
You"; "It's Been a Long, Long Time"; 
"Can't You Read Between the Lines"; 
' 'Every Day I Love You"; "Fiddle Dee 
Dee"; "It's a Great Feeling"; "Time 
After Time"; "I Believe You"; "You Love 
Me"; "Papa, Won't You Dance With 
Me"; "I Still Get Jealous"; "You're My 
Girl"; "Bye, Bye, Baby"; "Diamonds Are 
a Girl's Best Friend"; "The Closer You 
Are"; "The Worry Bird"; "That's the 
Tune"; ''Baby, You'll Never Be Sorry"; 
"You Kill Me"; "Talk to Me Tomor
row"; "Ocean Breeze"; "Catch Our Act 
at the Met''; "There Never Was a Baby 
Like My Baby"; "Give a Little, Get a 
Little"; "Hold Me, Hold Me, Hold Me"; 
"Everlasting"; "So Far, So Good"; "If 
You Hadn't, but You Did"; "How Will 
He Know?"; "How Do You Speak to an 
Angel?"; "I Feel Like I'm Gonna Live 
Forever"; "Salome"; "Think How Many 
People Never Find Love"; "You're Gonna 
Dance With Me"; "Willie"; "Money 

Burns a Hole in My Pocket"; "A Little 
More Heart"; "My Wild Imagination"; 
"Every Street's a Boulevard in Old New 
York"; "Everybody Loves To Take a 
Bow"; "Laura De Maupassant"; "Cap
tain Hooks Waltz"; "Distant Melody"; 
"Never, Never Land"; "Wendy"; "Just in 
Time''; "The Party's Over." 

Jule Styne has been termed a virtual 
''Christopher Columbus" of show busi
ness-inasmuch as he has been responsi
ble for discovering new talent. It has 
been a project close to his heart to reach 
out and search for young artists and give 
them their opportunity to make good in 
their chosen profession of show busi
ness. Jule Styne's great interest in 
finding new stars of the future and 
giving talent and opportunity has con
tributed many present-day stars to the 
entertainment world. The list of peo
ple he has helped in this way include 
Doris Day, Nanette Fabray, Carol Chan
ning, Sheree North, Jayne Mansfield, 
Sandra Church, among others. 

The lives of Americans .throughout our 
land as well as the lives of people 
throughout the corners of the world 
have been enriched by the artistry and 
genius of Jule Styne. As an American, 
he has bought great credit to his coun
try-the United States of America. 

It is, therefore, fitting and proper for 
his fellow Americans to pay tribute to 
Jule Styne on the occasion of his 25th 
anniversary in show business. His ac
complishments have been great-the PO· 
sition he holds in the hearts and minds 
of his fellow Americans is just as great. 

Federal Aid to Education 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN P. SAYLOR 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

A!onday,August10,1959 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, in the 

past several weeks I have received a great 
deal of mail from teachers in my district 
with respect to H.R. 22. I particularly 
welcome this correspondence at this 
time, when our great newspapers are 
devoting increasing space to the dangers 
of inflation, and when our people are 
becoming progressively more indignant 
at the wanton extravagance of the Fed· 
eral Government. 

H.R. 22 would add fuel to the raging 
fires of inflation by further destroying 
the value of the dollar under a smoke
screen of care and consideration for our 
schoolchildren and their teachers. I 
submit that, if the bureaucrats have any 
love at all for our youth and those who 
guide them scholastically, then they will 
take their greedy hands out of the Fed
eral Treasury and make more tax money 
available to those who earn it. Our 
States and communities are finding it 
difficult to meet expenses for schools and 
all necessary services primarily because 
taxpayers are being victimized by a 
voracious bureaucracy that drains o1I so 
much income that there is little left for 
meeting local costs. Instead of propos-
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ing new schemes to expand Federal 
agenc1es and offices, Congress should 
dedicate itself to reducing expenditures 
in every way possible in order that em
bezzlement through inflation will be dis
continued and the economy will be re
turned to a sound fiscal basis. 

I have pointed out that interest alone 
on the national debt amounts annually 
to more than the total revenue collected 
from 20 million taxpayers each con
tributing the sum of $400. Congress can 
make its greatest contribution to the eco
nomic stability of this Nation by trim
ming expenses wherever possible and ap
plying such savings to reducing the na
tional debt and cutting taxes. A 10 per
cent reduction in the debt, with a sub
sequent savings on interest, would make 
more than $800 million available each 
year to taxpayers for building schools, 
increasing salaries of teachers, and for 
whatever other uses the citizenry would 
choose to make of it. 

H.R. 22 would have a directly opposite 
effect. Further inflation would boost in
terest rates and lessen the buying power 
of everyone's dollar-the parent, the 
teacher, the butcher and the baker. Re
tired teachers and other pensioners 
would find means of subsistence even 
more elusive, what with their monthly 
checks having less and less value. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to allow 
the Federal Government to exact tribute 
for another expensive activity that 
would add to our already excessive 
tax burdens. Furthermore, we cannot 
afford to allow the Federal Government 
to get a foot in the door of our local 
schools. Subsidization breeds control, 
and anyone familiar with bureaucratic 
ambitions and operations recognizes that 
the threat of Federal management of 
our educational system is inherent in 
H.R. 22. The Federal Government has 
already usurped too much power and 
responsibility. We must be alert to any 
attempt-regardless of how innocuous it 
may appear-to nationalize our public 
school system. 

H.R. 22 is inimical to the national 
welfare. As for its treatment of indi
vidual States, Pennsylvania taxpayers 
resent the provision that would require 
us to contribute millions of dollars to 
the schools of Texas and other States 
currently enjoying a far greater degree 
of economic prosperity. H.R. 22 would 
take a total of $313,824,000 from Penn
sylvania in the specified 4-year period. 
In return Pennsylvania would receive 
$267,450,000. However, the State of 
Texas would pay in $186,292,000 and 
take out $270,450,000. Is there any jus
tification for this inequitable arrange
ment? With this great :flow of revenue 
siphoned out of Pennsylvania in return 
for the lesser contribution of the Federal 
Government, our State and our com
munities would find less and less money 
available to carry out our responsibil
ities to our schools and teachers. 

Mr. Speaker, the whole philosophy of 
this program is so irrational that it 
should never come to the floor of this 
legislative body. Our major domestic 
responsibility at this time is to reduce 
Government expenditures and return 
this country to a safe fiscal status. 
Under the guise of aid to education, H.R. 

22 is nothing more than a raid on edu
cation. It should be rejected by every
one who values our schools and respects 
our teaching profession. 

Why I'm for the Shelley Bill, a Labor 
Reform, Antiracketeering Measure 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GERALD T. FLYNN 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

~onday,August10,1959 

Mr. FLYNN. Mr. Speaker, I speak out 
to call attention of the House to the fact 
that powerful lobbies, aided-! trust, un
wittingly-by the President of the United 
States, are trying to stampede this body 
to legislate against the democratic rights 
of America's working men and women. 

The "tough labor bill" under the guise 
of putting an end to abuse which all of 
us oppose, is a cynical attempt to take 
from union members some of the essen
tial tools of democratic unions. 

"Secondary boycott" has become an 
infamous phrase in the hysterical lobby
ing which inundates the Congress today; 
but what are the facts about secondary 
boycotts? 

It is already illegal under the Taft
Hartley Act, section 8(b) (4) <A), for em
ployees of one firm to strike or refuse to 
work to force their employer to stop do
ing business with some other employers. 

But some employers and unions have 
signed agreements which, in effect, say 
that the employer will not insist that his 
employees work on goods which come 
from an employer who has a dispute 
with the union. Is this wrong? 

Abuses of these "hot cargo" clauses 
have been one springboard from which 
the tough labor bill has been launched. 

The tough bill pressure groups spew 
out scare words and cite examples of. 
"extortion" or "blackmail picketing." 
But they do not stop at urging us to pass 
a law which outlaws these practices. 
The fact is the Shelley bill and the Elliott 
bill, as well as the Griffin-Landrum bill, 
specifically outlaw these practices and 
provide heavy criminal penalties for vio
lators. The Landrum-Griffin bill, how
ever, exploiting the deep concern of the 
American people about the abuses 
widely publicized by the McClellan com
mittee, goes beyond the correction of 
abuses; it abridges basic rights of work
ing people: The right to bargain freely, 
the right of a worker to refuse struck 
work, the right to peacefully picket a 
struck plant. 

It seeks to limit legitimate collective 
bargaining agreements where no abuses 
have been cited. 

In the needle trades industry, for ex
ample, union workers and employers 
commonly agree not to do business with. 
sweatshop subcontractors. By outlaw· 
ing such agreements, the Griffin-Land
rum bill would deprive honest, clean· 
democratic union people ·of this most. 
proper and time-tested device to improve 
working conditions in that industry. 

It forces strikebreaking by innocent 
workmen against their will. 

The Supreme Court has said that em
ployees of one firm may refuse to do work 
farmed out to them from a struck firm. 
Under the Landrum-Griffin bill, however, 
this right of workingmen is removed 
except in cases where the second em
ployer has a contract to perform the 
work for the first employer and the re
fusal is limited to services which would 
ordinarily be performed by the striking 
employees. This requirement bores a 
loophole in our labor law big enough for 
every strikebreaking employer to com
pletely evade the intent of this section 
of the Taft-Hartley Act. The Griffin
Landrum bill, in this particular, is 
clearly an instrument to coerce workers 
to help employers break strikes in situa
tions in which even the Taft-Hartley law 
now protects them from this degrading 
servitude. It legalizes collusion between 
employers to break strikes while out
lawing the most fundamental human 
act in the democratic labor movement
the refusal to join the boss in punish
ment of other workmen. 

It outlaws fundamental picket action 
in a primary labor dispute. The most 
vicious effect of the Griffin-Landrum 
section 705 will result from its elimina
tion of concerted conduct from the con
cept of the secondary boycott. Under 
Taft-Hartley, what is outlawed is induc
ing concerted action by employees not to 
perform work. Under Griffin-Landrum 
if a striking worker appeals to a single 
other worker not to cross the picket line, 
he violates the law. Gentlemen, no 
Member of Congress can at once be de
voted to the American system of collec
tive bargaining and subscribe to this 
strikebreaking language. 

I should like to call your attention to 
the fact that the Senate, in its considera
tion of the bill, earlier this session re
jected a provision substantially the same 
as the one here proposed by Griffin
Landrum. 

Griffin-Landrum outlaws union's free 
speech educational picketing. 

On the ground that retailers of prod
ucts from a struck firm were being re
strained, a union could-under Land
rum-Griffith-be deprived of its right to 
urge the public through newspaper ads, 
radio, and the mails, not to buy from a 
struck firm. Here again the remedy goes 
far beyond the correction of coercive 
practices and indeed goes so far as to 
take rights away from workers to the 
detriment of the institution of Ameri
can industrial relations. 

I believe that every friend of labor in 
this House, and there are many of us, 
who will take the time to look behind 
the scare words and the extreme example 
of the tough bill proponents-and read 
the bill-will recognize that this section
deprives workers of rights. It does not 
protect them or the public from rack
eteering or collusion. It was not writ
ten here to punish crooks, but to hobble 
labor. 

Landrum-Griffin will encourage collu
sion between corrupt management and 
union leaders. 

Mr. Speaker, as I read section 705 of 
the so-called tough labor bill, I am ap
palled to find that the authors of the bill 
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have become so reckless in their "get 
labor" binge that they have written an 
unmistakable invitation to the racketeer 
and the unscrupulous employer to join· 
together to prevent honest unions from 
organizing. 

Organizational picketing is prevented 
where the employer has lawfully recog
nized another labor organization or 
where a valid election has been held 
during the past year. What this means 
is that either by agreement or the device 
of a quickie election, the employer can 
influence the choice of a union for his 
employees, then for a 12-month period 
a legitimate union cannot legally picket 
to begin its organizing campaign even 
though it was not involved in the pre
vious election. At the end of the 12-
month period, without one day's time 
given to the intervening union to organ
ize with this traditional technique, the 
employer and his union can be almost 
certain of continuing this relationship. 

I say to the tough bill proponents on 
this one, your motives are showing. You 
are cooperating with management and 
labor crooks, you are outlawing the 
honest organizer and giving the green 
light to the most corrupt agent exposed 
by the McClellan committee-the union 
boss who will sell out the workers to sign 
a dues collecting contract with the boss. 

Mr. Speaker, there are other ways in 
which the Griffin-Landrum bill exceeds 
the just demand of the American peo
ple for labor reform. I am not going to 
describe all of them, but any one of these 
punitive sections I have described should 
be enough to turn this Congress away 
from this measure. This bill-to the 
extent it goes beyond the Shelley bill
will not protect workers or their unions; 
it will steal from them their legitimate 
tools of organizational bargaining. 

Unfortunately, moderates and liberals 
in the House, recognizing on one hand 
the clamor of the American public for 
labor reform and, on the other hand, 
the readymade position of labor's ene
mies to easily exploit this sentiment, 
have seen fit to bring out a bill which, 
although it is not nearly as punitive as 
the Landrum-Griffin bill, nevertheless, 
makes concessions to the enemies of la
bor in an attempt to appease and accom
modate and. let us be honest, to legis
late. I do not impugn the motives of 
the sponsors of the Elliott bill. I believe 
they are friends of labor who believe 
some sacrifice of honest labor's interests 
must be made as a price for sufficient 
support for passage of labor reform leg
islation in this session of Congress. 

Tactically, these good colleagues may 
be right. I hope they are wrong. But, 
on principle, they cannot be right. It is 
a dishonor to the House to pass legisla
tion nominally written to protect labor 
but which, in fact, is in part written to 
punish labor as a price for its support. 

The Elliott bill is inequitably easy on 
employer reporting; it foolishly invites 
misuse of union membership lists and ef
fects no democratic reform or other ad
vantage for the list giveaway; it restricts 
organizational picketing and "hot cargo" 
clauses, although not nearly as danger
ously as does Landrum-Griffin, still un
necessarily. Without principled cor
rection of the weaknesses or assurances 

that these failures can be taken care 
of in conference, the House should not 
support this bill. 

The Shelley bill does not go to excess. 
It does the job of labor reform and does 
not do a job on labor. 

I implore the House: Do not let the 
anti-labor lobby din make you misread 
your mail. The American people want 
labor reform-there can be no argument 
about that. But the American people 
want strong unions-able to do the job 
workers built them to do. The American 
people are not hysterical on this issue. 
They write us to tell us to "get tough 
with the crooks"; and I agree we should 
do this. But they expect us to keep a 
level head, to make the law meet the 
abuses, to legislate for corrective action, 
not punitive action against the innocent 
democratic labor movement which these 
same American people embrace. 

The need is for anti-racketeering leg
islation. The Shelley bill is 69 pages of 
just that. Most provisions are the same 
as those proposed by the Senate com
mittee and by last year's Kennedy-Ervin 
bill. It is an honest, unemotional bill, 
tough on crooks but respectful of the 
democratic American free labor move
ment, the same labor movement which 
has made such a significant contribution 
to the greatness of America and has, 
moreover, led the Congress in waging 
war against Communists, corruption, 
and racketeers by cleaning its own ranks 
by exposures and expulsions. 

"Red" Blaik, Army's Illustrious Former 
Coach, Brings a New Freshness to 
Football Reporting and Recognizes Va
lidity of Brains and Leadership in the 
Game by Establishing a Worthwhile 
Foundation 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. F. EDWARD HEBERT 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, August 10,1959 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, it was 
with deep regret that those of us who 
had admired the contribution of "Red" 
Blaik to modern football as coach of 
Army's "Black Knights of the Hudson" 
learned of his resignation early this year. 

It is now with much pleasure that we 
learn that "Red" Blaik's talents have not 
been lost entirely to the world of foot
ball. 

I am directing the attention of the 
House to the announcement that Colonel 
Blaik has consented to write on the sub
ject closest to his heart-football. 

With the permission of the House I 
am including in these remarks the first 
article written by Colonel Blaik for the 
Associated Press which tells the full 
story. 

I have no apologies to make for my 
position that our service academies, 
Army, Navy, and Air Force, should be 
represented on the gridiron and in other 
fields of sports with the strongest talent 

available. I have done everything I 
could to assist each Academy in this 
endeavor and I will continue to lend my 
cooperation because no American should 
be satisfied with anything less than the 
best for our service academies. 

I have long advocated participation 
of the service academies in bowl games 
and feel some satisfaction in the small 
part which I have been privileged to 
play in bringing about participation in 
such bowl games. Such participation 
has stimulated interest of the Nation's 
youth in our military service and the con
sequent benefits resulting to the Navy 
and Air Force has been beyond accurate 
measurement. 

It is to be regretted that the Army has 
failed to take advantage of the chance 
to participate in any bowl game although 
the opportunity has been theirs. I sin
cerely hope that this shortsighted policy 
will soon be adjusted. Refusal of the 
Army to participate in a bowl game has 
even been in defiance of a policy adopt
ed by its own board of visitors in 1954 
and also contrary to the desires of its 
own coaches and players. 

I am further concerned over reports 
coming to me that the Army is going to 
further limit its football program, pla.c
ing it on an Ivy League status. This 
would indeed be a tragedy. "Red'' Blaik 
brought the Army's teams to hitherto 
unsealed heights and thrilled a grateful 
American public with brilliant teams be
fitting the U.S. Military Academy. Now 
to tear down what Blaik has built after 
he has departed would be inconceivable. 
The American people deserve better· 
treatment from the U.S. military au
thorities. · The leadership developed on 
the football is not only reflected by the 
Army but by all schools participating in 
the game. 

As Members of Congress we should do 
everything to preserve the great ath
letic tradition of the service academies 
and accept no less on the athletic field 
than we have come to expect in the field 
of education. The two go hand in hand. 
We should alert ourselves against any 
change in policy which would make 
West Point second and inferior to other 
like institutions in the Nation. 

When the Navy participated in the 
Sugar Bowl and later in the Cotton 
Bowl it brought honor and glory to all 
hands in the NavY. 

When the Air Force Academy defied 
the prophets .and fought its way into 
the Cotton Bowl last year it captured 
the hearts and imagination of the Amer
ican people and added prestige to the 
youngest of our services. 

All this and more was denied the Army 
because it turned deaf ears to bowl in
vitations. 

Today the Army, of the three services, 
is fighting for its life and its existence 
in the field of survival among the serv
ices. 

Unless the Army's attitude in the ath
letic arena is changed it will find itself 
standing on the side of the road looking 
at the procession, led by the Navy and 
Air Force, go by. 

But back to "Red" Blaik and his fu
ture activity in the football world. Read 
this opening article and statement of 
policy and intent and I am sure you will 
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find in it the freshness to which I have 
referred and an excellent contribution to 
a better understanding and fuller recog
nition of the fact that football players 
are intelligent and students as well as 
athletes: 
BLAIK HoPES To HELP FOOTBA:t.L BY WRITING 
(By Col. Earl H. (Red) Blaik, former Army 

football coach) _ 
When I retired from coaching last January 

13, after 25 years-18 at West Point and 7 
at Dartmouth-! said it was unthinkable to 
overstay a career. But it would be just as 
inconceivable for me to sever completely my 
connections with the greatest of American 
games, which has been inseparable from 
most of my 61 years. That is why I was 
pleased and challenged when the Associated 
Press invited me to write two articles a week 
for the newspapers of the country. 

While one is coaching, he is necessarily 
preoccupied with the football problems of 
one school. Although he is aware that the 
college game, like any human operation of 
which the dollar sign is part, is not with
out its weaknesses and requires continuing 
revaluation and modification. The individ
ual coach ls in a position to contribute rela
tively little, much as he would like to do 
more. 

In this invitation, I see an opportunity to 
try to help college football, not in any one 
school or area or within one peripherized 
philosophy, but in a broad, objective man
ner to help all colleges everywhere. College 
football today, while not without some 
abuses, has reached a plateau of excellence 
in its general conduct, unmatched in any era 
of the past. This emphatically bespeaks the 
love of and concern for the game by all its 
levels of administrators everywhere, and 
they deserve, therefore, every measure of en
couragement and help. I hope to contribute 
in this way. 

WON'T DUCK CONTROVERSY 
My articles will very frequently be of a 

controversial and critical nature. But I as
sure you the controversy will be real, not 
fabricated, and that the criticism will always 
be constructive. ·rt never will be directed at 
an individual but at something I feel stands 
correction and improvement. I repeat, I am 
concerned with what is good for all the col· 
leges, remembering that what is good and 
practical in one area is not always so in 
another. 

The articles I am preparing to appear be
tween now and Friday, September 18, the 
eve of the first major Saturday of play, will 
appraise the strength of teams and players 
in various sections, but they also will treat 
of changes of trends, good and bad, affect
ing the game both on and off the field. 
Each Friday, beginning September 18, I will 
analyze where I believe the strength lies in 
the big game of the next day, yet more 
often than not I plan to include in the 
analysis a controversial or behind-the-scenes 
factor that has a relation to it. 

Once the season is under way on Satur
day, September 19, the articles appearing 
in the Tuesday papers will deal with colorful 
and dramatic highlights, backgrounds and, 
again, trends and controversies developing 
on the college scene, either nationally or 
from a sectional point of view that has some 
impact nationally. 

Whatever financial remuneration I re
ceive for these articles will be used to help 
college football. I am establishing eight 
fellowships for postgraduate work. They 
will be awarded to those eight boys, one 
from each of the National Collegiate Ath
letic Association districts, who have been 
adjudged as best meeting the following four 
qualifications: · 

.They must be seniors. They must be 
leaders in academics as well as football. 
They must exert a fine influence on their 

campuses. They must be stanch in their 
devotion to the welfare of amateur sports. 

The fellowships will be administered by 
the National Football Foundations Awards 
Committee, headed by Vincent ·Draddy. The 
foundation committee will be assisted by 
an awards committee from each of the eight' 
NCAA districts, each nominating a candi
date from its district. 

These fellowships should help project 
what I believe to be a fact about college 
football, yet one seldom emphasized: That 
championship performance and superior 
scholarship. are entirely compatible. 

Little City, Dream Community for the 
Mentally Retarded 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

~onday,August10,1959 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me extreme pleasure today to include in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a speech re
cently made by my colleague, the Hon
orable JAMES ROOSEVELT, at the dedica
tion ceremonies of Little City, a dream 
community for mentally retarded young
sters, which is being built on the out
skirts of Chicago's great Northwest Side. 

I should like to associate myself with 
the penetrating remarks of Congress
man RoosEVELT and congratulate those 
wonderful people of Little City, Inc., 
who have rindertaken this great project 
of mercy for the mentally retarded chil
dren of America. To these fine sponsors 
of this project go the heartfelt thanks 
of parents throughout this country who 
so frequently recognize the problems of 
a retarded youngster but tragically are 
unable to find adequate facilities for 
relief. 

I am proud that Little City lies prac
tically in the shadow of my district, and 
I am sure that in due time, from its 
humble beginning will rise an institu
tion of mercy for the mentally retarded 
youngsters of America who need help 
so urgently. 

Mr. Speaker, Congressman RoosE
VELT's remarks follow: 
LITTLE CITY, DREAM COMMUNITY FOR THE 

MENTALLY RETARDED 
Ladies and gentlemen, Little City is a 

magic word . for all of us here today. For 
some it represents weeks and months and 
years of planning and hard work. For many 
this community is a single avenue of hope 
in an otherwise gloomy landscape. For still 
others like myself, Little City represents a 
monumEC-ntal achievement, a soul-lifting ex
periment. 

Today we humbly dedicate this new com
munity. I stress the word community for 
this is not merely a home, a hospital, a 
school, or a center, but a little · city for 
mentally retarded children. This city will 
not limit its assistance to the 50 or 60 chil
dren who will enter this fall. Plans have 
already been made to expand ·the facilities 
to care for 500 children. The opportunities 
for research in this environment will ex
tend the benefits of this community to 
countless numbers of mentally retarded 
children and their families in this and other 
countries. 

These 60 acres of land on Algonquin Road 
will be a paradise for mentally retarded 
youngsters. Here they will be able to de
velop to the fullest extent their abilities in 
a sheltered and peaceful atmosphere. This 
community as part of the larger community 
will be a testimony to the shared responsi
bility of individuals in our society for this 
problem. Three out of every one hundred 
children in this country are born retarded, 
and the parents of these children will know 
~hat they now have the assistance and sup
port of others. They have already accom
plished so much through their own volun
teer organizations, and· I think it is high 
time that such a project be undertaken by 
the whole community. 

I was very much interested in learning 
about a study conducted by the Public In
stitutions Committee of the National Asso
ciation for Retarded Children. May I quote 
a passage from the foreword of this 1958 
study. It states: 

"It is bitter irony to tax parents for the 
unavoidable misfortune of having a retarded 
child. We must wonder if it is consistent 
with American social philosophy to require 
that parents of mentally retarded children 
pay taxes to support public education facili
ties which exclude their children, when 
there is a price tag on their attempts to 
obtain equal benefits for their children in 
public institutions." 

This study revealed that only 3 States 
make no financial charge for the care, train
ing and treatment of persons in State in
stitutions; that 2 States allow for voluntary 
charges; and that the other 42 States hav
ing such institutions levy charges. The 
study further showed that most parents of 
handicapped children expect to assume 
financial responsibility for the basic support 
of their child. However, they need assist
ance in meeting some of the extraordinary 
demands created by the handicapped condi
tion. Often the financial strain of meeting 
costs of needed services before placement in 
a State institution leaves the family re
sources well drained. Many feel that the 
care and training of a person in an institu·
tion should be regarded in lieu of public 
school education. 

These facts are not new to those of you 
here today. I am sure you have struggled 
with these realities and attempted to put 
across your points of view to public and 
private groups. May I say that I am en
couraged each year to find that the public 
awareness of these problems is constantly 
increasing. The very achievement of this 
dream community is an indication of greater 
understanding by the community as a whole 
of the needs of the mentally retarded. 

One of the most inspiring aspects of Little 
City from my point of view is that here at 
last the total needs of the mentally retarded 
will be met. So many of the existing pro
grams are what we have been accustomed 
to term "half a loaf" programs. That is 
they go part of the way in meeting a spe
cial problem, but then they stop. For in
stance, a family may be able to provide their 
mentally retarded child with a little educa
tion. But this is not enough if proper medi
cal care and vocational guidance cannot be 
obtained. To turn to another example, mucli 
excellent research is currently being carried 
on in mental retardation. If this research 
is conducted in an ivory tower or does not 
reach the people who can use it, the efforts 
will have been largely wasted. 

In Little City these problems will not be 
present. Here mentally retarded people of 
all races and creeds will have a home as long 
as they need or desire it. There will be no 
fear of expulsion upon reaching a certain 
chronological age which may bear no rela• 
tion to individual development. 

Every individual will learn at his own rate; 
will set his own pattern, will live in a com• 
munity where his behavior is the norm. No 
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longer the outsider, he will participate as a 
member of his own little city. Fields, or• 
chards, and gardens for some to cultivate; 
schools for those who can benefit or a home 
tutoring service when this is more profitable; 
community church, movies, square dancing, 
playground-all these will make up a rich 
and full life for these youngsters. 

Of course, these plans require financial 
support, and many of you have already been 
asked to contribute or have solicited others 
for funds. It is my belief that this is one 
project which sells itself. The ingenuity and 
intelligent planning of such persons as Mrs. 
Deliah White, Ben Sears, and the many 
others who have so carefully thought 
through every detail of this program, will be 
rewarded, I feel certain, by the wholehearted 
support of the entire community. 

Your Federal Government has also shown 
its special concern for the mentally retarded 
in a number of ways. Today I would like 
to discuss with you some of these programs. 
It seems to me that constant awareness and 
recognition of these activities are essential 
to their continued successful operation. 
Only through the enlightened experience of 
citizens and parents such as you who are 
present will we be able to judge whether the 
programs on a national scale are meeting the 
real needs of the mentally retarded, are 
being efficiently administered, and are gen· 
erally available to those who need them. 

The very existence of governmental pro
grams to aid the mentally retarded is open 
acknowledgment by the national commu
nity of their responsibilities in this area. 
These programs are prompted by the same 
kind of civic spirit which has moved you to 
build Little City. There are nearly 5 million 
mentally retarded individuals in this coun
try and they cannot and must not be ig· 
nored. To use the words of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare in describ
ing its various programs: 

"From a number of standpoints progress 
is being made in the field of the mentally 
retarded as outgrowths of an increased public 
awareness and understanding of the prob
lems both in Government and in private life 
with individuals and voluntary organiza
tions and the increasing advances being 
achieved in medicine, welfare, education, re
habilitation and related fields. The cross
fertilization and collaboration of many disci
plines are also bringing to pass the more ef
fective knowledge concerning the prevention 
of the handicaps together with improved un
derstanding, treatment, care, and prognosis 
of those who manifest the several difficulties 
in the functional sphere." 

Responsibility for the Government pro
grams aiding retarded individuals is lodged 
in the several agencies of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. You 
here in Little City are blessed with the op
portunity of meeting nearly all the demands 
of the children who will come under your 
care. Unfortunately the Department can in 
no way approach this goal for all the men
tally retarded children throughout the coun
try. They have attempted to utilize their 
existing programs in the best possible way 
to assist these handicapped children. Legis
lation over the years has continued to in
crease the responsibilities of the Department 
in various areas. 

The Department is most conscious of the 
need to have a balanced approach to men
tal retardation. They have formed a de· 
partmental committee composed of repre
sentatives from various operating agencies 
to cooperate in and coordinate their pro
grams. 

I, and a large number of my colleagues, 
have found these governmental programs 
most encouraging and we have continual re
ports of their fine accomplishments. Many 
of you have had direct contact with some 
of these programs and for you I hope that 
what I have to say wm not be too repetitious. 

It is my hope that a description of the na· 
tional impact of these programs may be of 
interest and that perhaps there wlll be some 
aspect of these activities with which you are 
not familiar and about which you would like 
to be informed. 

The Federal Government has been especial· 
ly active in five areas: education, vocational 
rehabilitation, medical research, Children's 
Bureau assistance to the States, and direct 
benefits under social security. These pro· 
grams correspond to certain of the needs of 
the mentally retarded. Needless to say, it is 
difficult to categorize them, and it is per
haps more meaningful to talk about some 
examples of their activities. 

The Office of Education of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare has per
formed a vital task in preparing, collecting, 
and distributing information on all excep
tional children as well as mentally retarded 
and has prepared exceedingly valuable re
ports on curriculum and classroom methods 
as well as numerous other aspects of educa
tion of the mentally retarded. This is an 
attempt to aid the State and local school 
programs by making available to all the very 
latest developments in this rapidly growing 
field. 

The second major responsibility of this 
department and one which is important in 
all phases of work with the mentally re
tarded is the securing of qualified personnel. 
No amount of knowledge on modern teach
ing methods, no increase in the number of 
facilities wm compensate for the lack of 
qualified personnel. The closing days of the 
85th Congress were exciting days for those 
interested in this problem, for with the pas
sage of Public Law 85-926 came the author
ization for a program to train personnel to 
teach the mentally retarded. One mlllion 
dollars for this program was included in the 
President's budget for fiscal 1960 and this 
sum has been appropriated by Congress. 
The Office of Education has been actively en
gaged in preparing to administer this proj
ect and three conferences with interested 
parties have ah·eady been held. This pro
gram will go a long way in narrowing the 
glaring inadequacies in the provision of 
education for mentally retarded children in 
this country. 

In another area, that of vocational re
habilitation, mentally retarded individuals 
have been eligible for Government services 
since 1943. It is estimated that in the next 
2 years alone, over 2,600 persons will be re
habilitated into gainful employment. This 
is a difficult task but the Offl.ce of Vocational 
Rehabilitation is constantly striving to meet 
the challenge of rehabilitating the mentally 
handicapped. Cooperative programs with 
State vocational rehabilitation agencies and 
public school systems have been important. 
In two States "halfway houses" or "re
habilitation houses" have combined rehabil
itation with living arrangements. Of course 
the mentally retarded children who come to 
Little City wm have all this and a lot more. 
Perhaps some of the results of your experi
ence will be an inspiration to the Federal 
programs. 

In the field of rehabilitation too, there has 
been a shortage of qualified personnel. To 
meet this problem, the Office of Vocational 
Rehabilitation is granting funds to educa
tional institutions all over the country for 
the training of personnel in this field. 

Among the most encouraging activities in 
this field are those being carried on in Be
thesda, Md., at two of the National Insti
tutes of Health-the Institute of Neurologi
cal Diseases and Blindness and the Mental 
Health Institute. Here research scientists 
are struggling with the perplexing problem 
of what causes mental retardation. I feel 
certain that all of you in the audience to· 
day await -a more complete answer to this 
question with bated breath. 

Surgeon General Burney has recently an
nounced a 5-year survey of 40,000 women to 

find the causes of mental retardation and 
kindred defects. Already investigators in 
Puerto Rico have recorded brain damages in 
monkeys cut off from a supply of oxygen at 
birth. This has prompted intensive study 
of the relationship between asphyxia and 
mental retardation. Scientists are also 
studying the effects of encephalitis and Ger
man measles in the causation of mental re
tardation. Geneticists are studying family 
records to determine the influence of con
genital malformations. 

The National Institute of Mental Health 
is conducting a valuable research program 
through the awarding of research grants to 
qualified applicants. Approximately 50 dif
ferent projects are now being supported. 
The Institute is also a central point for the 
collection of data on patients in resident 
institutions for the mentally retarded 
throughout the country. This information 
has been tremendously useful, and, as a 
matter of fact, formed the foundation of 
the study of the National Association of 
Retarded Children which I mentioned ear
lier. The Institute also carries on training 
programs and provides assistance to the 
States and communities through its Com
munity Services Branch. 

The Children's Bureau also aims to help 
the States and communities. Activities in
clude public information, consultation, and 
the provision of grant-in-aid programs to 
encourage the extension of existing State 
and local service. Demonstration projects 
have been especially useful in showing the 
kinds of services needed !or the preschool 
child. These have included casefinding, 
evaluation and diagnosis, followup care 
and home training. 

Finally, I turn to a Federal program which 
has filled a desperate need for financial as
sistance for so many families. This is the 
protection available under ·social security 
for the mentally retarded. According to the 
provisions of various States, the mentally 
retarded receive assistance under the pro
gram of aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled under the public assistance pro
gram. Coverage under old-age and survivors 
and disability insurance i~;~ also an impor
tant source of assistance. The: 1956 and the 
1958 amendments to the Social Security Act 
broadened coverage to make childhood dis
ability benefits available for seriously dis
abled persons whose disability began before 
age 18 and has continued without interrup
tion since that time, and whose parents died 
insured or are receiving retirement benefits. 
Mentally retarded persons are heavily rep
resented among those who qualify for these 
benefits. The importance of making the 
public aware of these provisions cannot, of 
course, be overestimated. 

So at the national level, as in Little City 
itself, a variety of professional disciplines 
and resources are being used to meet the 
tremendously complex problem of mental 
retardation. For much of this century re
tardation was a wholly neglected field. 
Mental retardation was assumed to be a 
single disease entity largely determined by 
heredity and unresponsive to treatment. 
Today we know these precepts to be false. 
At last we are building up our community 
services, our institutions, our educational 
facilities. Little City is a bright star in this 
development. You are in the vanguard of 
progress, and let us hope that you will soon 
be followed by many others. 

You have understood the message of Mrs. 
Pearl Hurwitz, a leader in the field of men
tal retardation, who, writing in the Radcliffe 
College Quarterly for February 1957, at
tempted to explain the great upsurge of pop
ular interest in mental retardation. She 
said: "It is because the world is very much 
with us today. We know (many of us sub
consciously) that if our way of life is to 
survive, every individual, be he handicapped 
or whole, be he white or black, be he a priv
ileged American or an underprivileged peas-
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ant in India, every individual must be 
counted an individual and accorded his 
place in the sun. 

"For every person who is discounted, by 
so much do we allow for the spread of dis
content; for every person whom we help tO 
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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God our Father, safely to another 
week with its · toiling days Thou hast 
brought us on our way. May the way 
we take be Thy way for our feet in 
these tense times. We need Thy pres
ence every passing hour. 

In spite of rude and bitter winds of 
opposition to our designs for world bet
terment, in this land of the free may we 
keep the torch of hope blazing for the 
distressed and disinherited across all the 
frontiers of want and woe. 

Save the Republic we love, and whose 
servants we are, from policies without 
principle, from pleasures without moral 
or spiritual control, from labor unin
spired by a sense of honor, from a level 
of life in which the servants of the 
soul become its masters. 

In this garish day so rich in things and 
poor in soul deliver us from the tyranny 
of the tangible. May the sacred temple 
of our inner lives harbor nothing un
worthy of our high calling in Thee. 

We ask it in the dear Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Friday, August 7, 1959, was dispensed 
with. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT 
Under authority of the order of the 

Senate of August 7, 1959, the following 
report of a committee was submitted: 

Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, on August 10, 1959, 
reported favorably, with an amendment, 
the bill (S. 1711) to promote the foreign 
policy of the United States and help to 
build essential world conditions of peace, 
by the more effective use of U.S. agricul
tural commodities for the relief of hu
man hunger, and for promoting eco
nomic and social development in less
developed countries, and submitted a 
report (No. 632) thereon. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLs 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

On August 7, 1959: 
s. 1928. An act to provide for the partici

pation of the United States in the Inter
American Development Bank. 

attain his life stature,. by so much do we 
prevent the spread of strife. 

"We are becoming aware that preventive 
hygiene must expand beyond total inocula
tion from communicable disease to total 
service for every disabling condition, or we 

On August 11, 1959: 
S. 906. An act to amend section 1622 of 

title 38 of the United States Code in order 
to clarify the meaning of the term "change 
of program of education or training" as 
used in such section; 

S. 1110. An act to amend the act of August 
4, 1955 (Public Law 237, 84th Cong.), to pro
vide for conveyance of certain interests in 
the lands covered by such act; 

S. 1694. An act to extend the existing au
thority to provide hospital and medical care 
for veterans who are U.S. citizens temporarily 
residing abroad to include those with peace
time service-incurred disabilities; 

S. 2153. An act to authorize the Coast 
Guard to accept, operate, and maintain a 
certain defense housing facility at Yorktown, 
Va., and for other purposes; and 

S. 2183. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to interstate compacts for the de
velopment or operation of airport facilities. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message-from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the bill <S. 1371) to repeal the act ap
proved March 3, 1897, and to amend the 
act approved December 20, 1944, relating 
to fees for transcripts of certain records 
in the District of Columbia. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 746) to 
amend the act entitled "An act to regu
late the placing of children in family 
homes, and for other purposes," ap
proved April 22, 1944, as amended, and 
for other purposes, with an amendment, 
in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the amendment 
of the Senate to each of the following 
bills of the House: 

H.R.137. An act to allow a deduction, for 
Federal estate tax purposes, in the case of 
certain transfers to charities which are sub
jected to foreign death taxes; and 

H.R. 451. An act to amend the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Compensa.:. 
tion Act, with respect to the payment of 
compensation in cases where third persons 
are liable. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 7508) to 
amend title 10, United States Code, to 
establish a Bureau of Naval Weapons in 
the Department of the Navy_ and to 
abolish the Bureaus of Aeronautics and 
Ordnance. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend-

are liable to be afflicted by the consequence. 
The social loss or the social gain is shared 
by all." 

Today we dedicate Little City, a living ex
ample of the shared responsibility of many 
for the needs of the mentally retarded. 

ments ·of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
213) to provide additional time within 
which certain State agreements under 
section 218 of the Social Security Act 
may be modified to secure coverage for 
nonprofessional school district em
ployees; asked a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. MILLS, 
Mr. FORAND, Mr. KING of California, Mr. 
SIMPSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
MASON were appointed managers on the 
part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 7629) to 
make permanent the authority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make loans 
under section 17 of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act, as amended, and for 
other purposes; agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of . the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. COOLEY, Mr. POAGE, Mr. GRANT, 
Mr. HOEVEN, and Mr. DAGUE were ap
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House insisted upon its amendment 
to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 45 to the bill <H.R. 7453) making 
appropriations for the legislative branch 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, 
and for other purposes, disagreed to by 
the Senate; agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. NORRELL, Mr. KIRWAN, Mr. CAN
NON, Mr. HORAN, and Mr. TABER were ap
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 6585. An act to amend the District 
of Columbia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955, as 
amended; 

H.R. 8225. An act to amend the Uniform 
Narcotic Drug Act of the District of Colum
bia, as amended, to permit paregoric to be 
dispensed by oral as well as written pre
scription; 

H.R. 8392. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Stadium Act of 1957 with respect 
to motor-vehicle parking areas, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 8527. An act to exempt certain pen
sion and other. employee trusts ·from the 
laws of the District of Columbia relating to 
perpetuities, restraints on alienation, and 
accumulation of income; and 

H.R. 8575. An act making appropriations 
for military co~struction for "f!he Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1960, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Vice President: 

S. 1289. An act to increase and extend the 
special milk program for chilcir.:n; 
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